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AS OF: 05/07/96

STAGE:

FOR PROJECT NUMBER'

—~DATE—
05/06/96
01/24/96

12/06/95

08/02/95

07/12/95

05/24/95
04/26/95
02/22/95

01/25/95
01/18/95
08/10/94

04/06/94

WORK

- PLANNING BOARD
- TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR o
- S e PAGE"!
LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD ACTIONS
' ‘ : S'I‘ATUS [Open, withdl .
. - A [Dlsap, Appr]r
94-21. :

 NAME: RAKOWIEKI, FRANCES J.. SUBDIVISION
APPLICANT: PARK ROAD CONSTRUCTION
MEETING-PURPOSE ACTION-TAKEN-———————
PLANS STAMPED APPROVED
P.B. APPEARANCE APPROVED
WORK SESSION APPEARANCE TO SEE ANDY KRIEGER
WORK SESSION APPEARANCE RET. TO W.S.
P.B. APPEARANCE — PUB. HEARING SEE SHEET IN FILE
P.B. APPEARANCE SCHEDULE PUB HEARING
. NEED NOTE ON PLAN
P.B. APPEARANCE ~ NEED HWY APPR
' . TO REVISE AND RETURN TO WORKSHOP -
P.B. APPEARANCE 'WVED TIME LIMITS
. REVISE & RET. TO W.S. — SITE VISIT FOR 3/1/95
P.B. APPEARANCE LA: RETURN
WORK SESSION APPEARANCE RET. TO BOARD
P.B. APPEARANCE TO RETURN
. ADDRESS ENGINEER S COMMENTS AND RETURN
SESSION APPEARANCE SUBMIT

—-——— -



PLANNING BOARD
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR

AS OF: 04/16/96 - : o , PAGE: 1
LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD FEES
7 - ESCROW
FOR PRbJECT NUMBER: 94-21 ' .
NAME : ‘RAKOWIEKI, FRANCES J. SUBDIVISION
APPLICANT: PARK ROAD CONSTRUCTION
~—DATE—— DESCRIPTION———~————— TRANS ~—AMT—-CHG —-AMT-PAID ——BAL-DUE
08/08/94 REC. CK #3224 PAID 1200.00
08/10/94 P.B. ATTY. FEE CHG 35.00
08/10/94 P.B. MINUTES CHG 22.50
01/25/95 P.B. ATTY. FEE CHG 35.00
01/25/95 P.B. MIﬁUTES CHG 27.00
02/22/95 P.B. ATTY. FEE CHG 35.00
02/22/95 P.B. MINUTES - CHG 49.50
04/26/95 P.B. ATTY. FEE CHG 35.00
04/26/95 P.B. MINUTES CHG 40.50
05/24/95 P.B. ATTY. FEE CHG 35.00
05/24/95 P.B. MINUTES : CHG 31.50
07/12/95 P.B. ATTY. FEE CHG 35.00
07/12/95 P.B. MINUTES CHG - 180.00
01/24/96 P.B. ATTY. FEE | CHG 35.00
'01/24/96 P.B. MINUTES : CHG  31.50
02/14/96 P.B. ENGINEER FEE : CHG A 730.00 7
04/16/96 REC. CK. #1455 o PAID 157.50

TOTAL: - 1357.50 1357.50 0.00



PLANNING BOARD ,
, TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR : :
AS OF: 04/16/96 PAGE: 1

LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD FEES
APPROVAL

FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 94-21
NAME : RAKOWIEKI FRANCES J. SUBDIVISION
APPLICANT: PARK ROAD CONSTRUCTION

—DATE—— DESCRIPTION————————— TRANS —~—AMT—-CHG —AMT-PAID --BAL-DUE
02/14/96 APPROVAL FEES CHG 265.00
04/16/96 REC. CK. #1453 PAID , 265.00

TOTAL: .- 265.00 265.00 0.00



PLANNING BOARD

, : ' TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR
AS OF: 04/16/96 :

' A , - PAGE: 1
LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD FEES
RECREATION :

FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 94-21 ,

-~ NAME: RAKOWIEKI, FRANCES J. SUBDIVISION

APPLICANT: PARK ROAD CONSTRUCTION
——DATE—— DESCRIPTION——————mmm " TRANS ——AMT-CHG —AMT-PAID ——BAL-DUE
02/14/96 RECREATION FEE 2 LOTS @ 500 CHG 1000.00
04/16/96 REC. CK. #1454 PAID 1000.00

TOTAL: 1000.00 1000.00 0.00



o o
MEMOFORFILE#94—21

SUBDIVISION OF LANDS OF RAKOWIECKI
APPLICANT - PARK ROAD CONSTRUCTION (BIAGINI)

7 ON APRIL 22, 1996, THE PLANS FOR ABOVE SUBDIVISION WERE SIGNED BY ED
STENT, SECRETARY FOR THE NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD.

PLANS WERE THEN PICKED UP BY DAN YANOSH’S OFFICE.

A FEW DAYS LATER, I RECEIVED A CALL FROM GINGER OF DAN YANOSH’S
OFFICE INFORMING ME THAT WHEN SHE TRIED TO FILE THE APPROVED MYLAR
IN GOSHEN, SHE WAS TOLD THAT OWNERSHIP OF THE PROPERTY HAD CHANGED
DURING THE COURSE OF THE APPLICATION FOR SUBDIVISION APPROVAL AND
WAS NOW PARTLY OWNED BY LOUIS & JANET NOWICKI. FOR THIS REASON
GOSHEN WOULD NOT ACCEPT THE MYLAR BECAUSE THE ADDITIONAL OWNERS
WERE NOT LISTED ON THE PLAN. I THEN TOLD GINGER TO GET IN TOUCH WITH
ANDY KRIEGER, P.B. ATTORNEY, AND HE WOULD LET HER KNOW WHAT SHE
NEEDED TO DO TO CORRECT THE PROBLEM.

ANDY SPOKE TO GINGER AND THEN HE CALLED ME AND TOLD ME THAT THEY
WERE TO CORRECT THE PLANS BY ADDING THE NOWICKI’S AS OWNERS AND TO
SUBMIT CORRECTED APPLICATION AND PROXY STATEMENTS.

5/6/96

IRECEIVED BY MAIL THE PROXY STATEMENTS SIGNED BY THE NOWICKTI’S. THIS
WAS THE LAST PAPER I WAS WAITING FOR TO CORRECT OUR RECORDS. I THEN
CALLED ED STENT, AND HE SIGNED THE PLANS.

511196

I PHONED GINGER AT DAN YANOSH’S OFFICE AND TOLD HER THE PLANS WERE
READY TO BE PICKED UP AND FILED IN GOSHEN. SHE SAID SHE WOULD TAKE
CARE OF IT.

MLM



AS OF: 05/07/96

REV2

REV2
REV2
REV2
REV2
REV2

REV1

REV1
REV1
REV1
REV1
REV1

ORIG

ORIG
ORIG

ORIG

ORIG

ORIG

REV3

PLANNING BOARD
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR

i~

~

LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD AGENCY APPROVALS PAGE: 2
FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 94-21
NAME: RAKOWIEKI, FRANCES J. SUBDIVISION
APPLICANT: PARK ROAD CONSTRUCTION
DATE-SENT AGENCY DATE-RECD RESPONSE
02/15/95 MUNICIPAL HIGHWAY 02/23/95 DISAPPROVED
. LOT #1 IS A WET AREA — NEED DRAINAGE PLANS
02/15/95 MUNICIPAL WATER 02/21/95 APPROVED
02/15/95 MUNICIPAL SEWER 04/06/95 SUPERSEDED BY REV3
02/15/95 MUNICIPAL FIRE 02/22/95 APPROVED
02/15/95 04/06/95 SUPERSEDED BY REV3
02/15/95 04/06/95 SUPERSEDED BY REV3
01/19/95 MUNICIPAL HIGHWAY 02/23/95 DISAPPROVED
. WOULD LIKE MORE DETAILS AS TO WHERE DRIVEWAY ENTERS TOWN RD
01/19/95 MUNICIPAL WATER 01/20/95 APPROVED
01/19/95 MUNICIPAL SEWER 02/15/95 SUPERSEDED BY REV2
01/19/95 MUNICIPAL FIRE 01/23/95 APPROVED
01/19/95 02/15/95 SUPERSEDED BY REV2
01/19/95 02/15/95 SUPERSEDED BY REV2
08/08/94 MUNICIPAL HIGHWAY 08/29/94 NEED MORE PLANS )
. MUST SEE MORE DETAILED PLANS BEFORE APPROVAL BY THIS DEPT,. -
08/08/94 MUNICIPAL WATER 08/10/94 NO TOWN WATER .-
08/08/94 MUNICIPAL SEWER 01/19/95 SUPERSEDED BY REV1
08/08/94 MUNICIPAL FIRE 01/19/95 SUPERSEDED BY REV1
08/08/94 01/19/95 SUPERSEDED BY REV1
08/08/94 01/19/95 SUPERSEDED BY REV1 -
/[ MUNICIPAL SEWER 05/11/95 SUPERSEDED BY REV4



AS OF: 05/07/96

PLANNING BOARD

’

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR

LISTING OF PLANNING BOARD AGENCY APPROVALS

FOR PROJECT NUMBER: 94-21
NAME: RAKOWIEKI, FRANCES J. SUBDIVISION

REV6
REV6
REV6
REV6
REV5
REV5
REV5
REV5
REV5
REV5
REV4

REV4

REV4
REV4
REV4
REV4
REV3
REV3
REV3
REV3

REV3

APPLICANT: PARK ROAD CONSTRUCTION

DATE~SENT
01/04/96
01/04/96
01/04/96
01/04/96
06/14/95
06/14/95
06/14/95
06/14/95
06/14/95
06/14/95
05/11/95
05/11/95

05/11/95
05/11/95
05/11/95
05/11/95
04/06/95
04/06/95
04/06/95
04/06/95
04/06/95

e e e

AGENCY
MUNICIPAL
MUNICIPAL
MUNICIPAL
MUNICIPAL
MUNICIPAL
MUNICIPAL
MUNICIPAL

MUNICIPAL

MUNICIPAL

MUNICIPAL

. NO TOWN WATER IN THIS AREA

MUNICIPAL

MUNICIPAL

MUNICIPAL
MUNICIPAL

MUNICIPAL

HIGHWAY
WATER
SEWER
FIRE
HIGHWAY
WATER
SEWER

FIRE

HIGHWAY

WATER

SEWER

FIRE

HIGHWAY
WATER

FIRE

DATE-RECD
01/17/96
01/15/96

/!
01/16/96
07/18/95
06/21/95
01/04/96
06/21/95
01/04/96
01/04/96
06/14/95
05/24/95

06/14/95
05/22/95
06/14/95
06/14/95
05/11/95
04/20/95
04/24/95
05/11/95
05/11/95

PAGE: 1

RESPONSE

APPROVED

NO TOWN WATER

APPROVED

DISAPPROVED

APPROVED
SUPERSEDED
APPROVED
SUPERSEDED
SUPERSEDED
SUPERSEDED

APPROVED

SUPERSEDED
APPROVED
SUPERSEDED
SUPERSEDED
SUPERSEDED
APPROVED
APPROVED
SUPERSEDED

SUPERSEDED

BY

BY

BY

BY

BY

BY

BY

BY

BY

BY

REV6

REV6
REV6

REVS

REV5

REV5
REV5
REV4

REV4
REV4



SUBDI!ISION FEES - TOWN OF NEW W!NDSOR

MINOR SUBDIVISION FEES:

APPLICATION FEE....cuueeunernonanecannns Ceeeesieaaaa$ 50.00
ESCROW:

RESIDENTIAL: ,

____ LOTS @ 150.00 (FIRST 4 LOTS):cvveereccaneoceaaaa$

T LOTS @ 75.00 (ANY OVER 4 LOTS).ucveveeccanonnns $
COMMERCIAL : :

___ LOTS @ 400.00 (FIRST 4 LOTS).vveeecasrocaannnnn .$

—__ LOTS @ 200.00 (ANY OVER 4 LOTS)....ceeons ceeeeao$

TOTAL ESCROW DUE....$
X X X k& X & X kK X kX X X X k kX k X X X X X X X X kX kX %X xX k * A X %
APPROVAL FEES MINOR SUBDIVISION:
PRE-PRELIMINARY PLAT APPROVAL....... T T 50.00
PRELIMINARY PLAT APPROVAL ....ccceceeeccocco-naeesees$  100.00
FINAL PLAT APPROVAL ($100.00 + $5.00/LOT)..evevec...$____ 115.0C [lﬁ oc
FINAL PLAT SECTION FEE....cccotveeecccccccsooncncns .5
BULK LAND TRANSFER...($100.00)..... B S J

TOTAL SUBDIVISION APPROVAL FEES......$ ‘géﬁs

******************* * X k% kX Xk * *x % *x kx *k Kk *x

RECREATION FEES: rq
/() ,}\ L U
J. LOTS @ $500.00 PER ARG YA A0 4\ J000 .00

*x X * kx * *x x k* Xk *x *x *x *x k*k Kk * *x %X *x Xk k* k kX k *x *k *k *x *k Kk *x Xk *

THE FOLLOWING CHARGES ARE TO BE DEDUCTED FROM ESCROW:

******************\*************

PERFORMANCE BOND AMOUNT.......cc00.0

4% OF ABOVE AMOUNT......ccc0. cececeteaean

ESTIMATE OF PRIVATE IMPROVEMENTS:

2% OF APPROVED COST ESTIMATE:...
{INSPECTION FEE)




25 Park Road :
Salisbury Mills, NY 12577
April 25 , 1996

Planning Board, Town of New Windsor
555 Union Avenue
New Windsor, New York 12553

To whom it may concern:

On or about July 12, 1995 I was present at a community
meeting before the Board. During the course of the meeting, I
voiced my opinion about the topic being discussed, and made
certain comments concerning Edward Biagini. Unfortunately,
Mr. Biagini misinterpreted those comments as personally
offensive. ' :

Due to the nature of the topics being discussed that evening
at the meeting, tempers were raised and the discussion became
heated. My comments were made quickly, and were, therefore,
confusing. I apologize for any misinterpretation or
inconvenience caused by my comments that evening.

%ruly yours,
Philip Locascio

cc: Levinson, Zeccola, Reineke
& Ornstein, PC
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REGULAR ITEMS:

RAKOWIECKI SUBDIVISION (94-21) STATION R A

Mr. Daniel Yanosh appeared before the board for this
proposal.

MR. PETRO: Why don’t you put your map up?

MR. YANOSH: This is Mrs. Rakowiecki, owner of 151.71
acre parcel of land, R-3 zone, bordered by Station Road
access to Ridgeview, Finley and hopefully some day
Ashley Court. Calls for a three lot residential
subdivision. Lot one 34.431 acres, lot two is going to
be retained by Mrs. Rakowiecki, 97.12 acres, lot number
three, 18.89 acres which borders Station Road which
will be acquired by a relative of Mrs. Rakowiecki and
we have been here to the board a few times, public
hearing we have addressed at the public hearing with
the additional subdivision of lot number one, we have
taken care of some of the environmental issues that
were brought up at the public hearing and I have added
notes 5 and 6 from the last plan which we discussed lot
number one the future subdivision of lot number one
which has been a stickler point for the longest time on
this one, and I have taken care of all the engineering

‘comments of Mr. Edsall and the rest of the board and

right now we’re tonight we’ll be looking for a final
approval on the project so we can proceed on with it.

MR. PETRO: We had a public hearing at the July 12,
1995 meeting and you had other meetings prior to that,
I believe also?

MR. YANOSH: Yes.

MR. PETRO: 1It’s 152 acres, correct?

MR. YANOSH: Correct.

MR. PETRO: You’re looking for a three lot subdivision,
one of which is already built upon?

MR. YANOSH: Yes.



January 24, 1996 ' . 11

MR. PETRO: We also did a traffic study at the request
of the planning board. Can you give us a brief
overlay?

MR. YANOSH: Discussing potential development of 1lot
number one of three homes, which is just a conceptual
sketch that was performed by my office at the request
of the planning board for any type of future
development for lot number one, traffic study looked
for accesses off Ashley Court and the future Ridgeview
and Finley Drive and on the development in the Beaver
Dam Lake area and the rest of Lake Road would be very
minimal, would have no impact on any type of
environmental concerns in that area.

MR. PETRO: I think the findings of that study are also
part of the minutes of the July 12, 1995 planning board
meeting.

MR. YANOSH: Yes, they were submitted, yes.

MR. PETRO: Andy, can you touch on the SEQRA where
we’re at with that?

MR. KRIEGER: The state law requires that when there’s
a minor subdivision if the subdivider or applicant

"indicates a desire or an intention in the future to

further subdivide that all the SEQRA ramifications of
that would obtain in the larger the subsequent
subdivision be considered before the primary
subdivision. The law as I have researched it however,
is silent with respect to what happens if there are
notes in the maps such as those I’m seeing here for the
first time, 5 and 6. I believe looking at the tenor of
the decisions and its rationalization and the rationale
behind them and so forth, it provided that there is no
further subdivision or further treatment of lot number
one as is specified in note 5 here and provided that
the environmental impact that would occur from this 3
lot subdivision is considered that that would be
sufficient to defer what, I will call for a lack of
better term full SEQRA review on a major subdivision
until the application for the major subdivision. This
is the first time I have seen what’s on this map as
notes 5 and 6 and I think that will be sufficient to
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defer it.

MR. PETRO: We took lead agency on January 25, 1995,
that is what my records show here, obviously we haven’t
gone further.

MR. LANDER: Now we have done a traffic study on this
lot one, now you said that they are all going to come
out on Ashley, is that correct? B

MR. YANOSH: No, they are split, Ashley, Ridgeview and
Finley.

MR. LANDER: Did we do storm water on lot one? Was
there a storm water, I’m sure there had to be with all
the water problems that we have down below here, seeing
as we’re climbing the hill.

MR. YANOSH: I know after the storm last week and the
week before, the drainage on Ashley and the rest of
that was fine. There had been no problems.

MR. LANDER: Has there been work done since the public
hearing?

MR. YANOSH: What it was was it was something was done

‘probably before the public hearing, cleaning the pipes

and cleaning the drainage was the big problem.
MR. DUBALDI: Any other work other than that?

MR. YANOSH: No, that was it, drainage cleaning, the
pipes was the main problem with blockage, that is what
caused a lot of the flooding in the first place.

MR. PETRO: We had talked about putting a road in from
Station Road over into the subdivision and coming out.
Refresh me on why that fizzled out.

MR. YANOSH: Well, the number one is that the traffic
study shows that it would be minimal impact on to the
rest of Beaver Dam Lake and Lake Road and plus the cost
impact of putting in a road over a thousand feet just
to serve, you know, possibly this end of the
subdivision eventually 15 lots possibly just the cost
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effectiveness of building that road is--

MR. PETRO: The owner of the property was also against
it.

MR. YANOSH: Mrs. Rakowiecki just didn’t want to come
through with that. Again, the reason Finley and
Ridgeview and Ashley Court were built where they were
and the reason they were dead-ended at this property
was for future development, something that was done
previous development allowed that to happen in the
future, same thing with Ashley Court, quite a few years
ago.

MR. LANDER: As you know, down below this on where all
these, Ashley and Ridgeview and Finley end up, it’s
like putting ten pounds in a five pound bag because
there’s a culvert that goes underneath the road is not
sufficient enough cause it fills that pipe and even
crosses the road.

MR. YANOSH: Yeah.
MR. LANDER: Down over here.

MR. YANOSH: Right down over here. Again, once this is

‘developed, like I said, we discussed that before, all

those concerns for this guy here, lot number one will
be taken care of in the future development.

MR. LANDER: Isn’t there a suit over the subdivision
put in prior to this?

MR. YANOSH: Yeah, there still is litigation between--

MR. LANDER: That was for drainage, was that?

MR. YANOSH: Some of that is drainage, really main
thing was the construction of the road which included

~drainage, how the road was built. Again, the road

hasn’t been accepted yet by the town, that is still in
litigation. :

MR. LANDER: Developer’s still maintaining that?
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MR. YANOSH: He’s still maintaining that. Anything
else being done with this lot again we’re not going to
be able to extend Ashley Court until such time that
Ashley Court does become a town road.

MR. PETRO: Mark, do you have any outstanding
engineering problems with this plan as it stands? I
know we have reviewed it a number of times.

MR. EDSALL: Again, it’s the application that the board
has now is the three lot subdivision. So the answer to
your direct question is no, obviously when he comes
back for the further subdivision of lot one, there’s
going to be a lot of questions and a lot of studies

.that need to be done.

MR. PETRO: Just so we don’t belabor this, Mark’s hit
it right on the head and some of the other members
probably feel the same way we had a public hearing for
this. As you know, the room was packed, major
concerns, especially with drainage and the traffic, the
traffic I feel we have addressed that pretty good. The
drainage has yet to be addressed but again, as I stated
earlier this is 152 lot acre subdivision and three
lots, one which is already existing so we’re adding two
new homes which obviously on 152 acres would not

"increase the drainage problem to any great degree. I

can tell you this at sometime in the future when you do
or if you ever do come in for further subdivision that
the board’s going to be very inquisitive on how you’re
going to handle downstream as far as the internal
drainage problems. I’d like to put you on notice now.

MR. YANOSH: No problen.

MR. EDSALL: Just to reinforce one of the items you
just did, Jim, when you discuss the board’s comfort as
it may be with the traffic information that was
submitted, I’m sure what you’re telling Mr. Yanosh is
that that was relative to your concept review of the
need for the through road to be as being considered for
this application only because when the new application
comes in, you’ll need to initiate a new SEQRA review
and one of the items of review still is traffic so
although you may have gotten ahead of yourself a little
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bit with some of the traffic information that review
must occur in detail for the new subdivision and the
conclusions that were reached for this subdivision are
not guaranteed for any further review.

MR. YANOSH: Include all those studies.
MR. PETRO: Bottom line for the minutes and for you and

your applicant Mark is telling me to make sure I tell
you it’s for this application only.

'MR. YANOSH: Yes.

MR. PETRO: Is there any other outstanding comments
from any of the board members on this application? I
think we need to do SEQRA.

MR. DUBALDI: Make a motion we declare negative dec.
MR. STENT: Second it.

MR. PETRO: Motion has been made and seconded that the
New Windsor planning board declare negative dec for the

Rakowiecki Park Road Construction subdivision off
Ashley Court Beaver Dam Lake area. Any further

‘discussion from the board members? If not, roll call.

ROLL CALL

MR. DUBALDI AYE

MR. STENT AYE

MR. LANDER AYE

MR. LUCAS ABSTAIN
MR. PETRO AYE

MR. PETRO: We have fire approval on 1/16/96 and
municipal highway approval on 1/17/96.

MR. LANDER: New highway super sign that?
MR. PETRO: I believe the new one has signed it.

MR. STENT: I make a motion that we grant final
approval to the Rakowiecki three lot subdivision.
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MR. LANDER: Second it.

MR. PETRO: Motion has been made and seconded that thew
New Windsor Planning Board grant final approval to the
Rakowiecki Park Road subdivision off Ashley Court
Beaver Dam Lake area. Is there any further discussion
from the board members? And I believe there’s no
subject-tos at all. Is there any further discussion?
If not, roll call.

ROLL CALL

MR. DUBALDI AYE
MR. STENT AYE
MR. LANDER AYE
MR. LUCAS ABSTAIN

MR. PETRO AYE
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45 Quassaick Ave. (Route 9W)

a . New Windsor, New York 12553
(914) 562-8640
PC [ Branch Office
507 Broad Stri
McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL Mi;’m d,?’enrt):j:/ania 18337
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. (717) 296-2765
RICHARD D. McGOEY, P.E.
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E.
MARK J. EDSALL, P.E.
JAMES M. FARR, P.E.
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR
PLANNING BOARD
REVIEW COMMENTS
REVIEW NAME: RAKOWIEKI (PARK ROAD CONSTRUCTION) SUBDIVISION

PROJECT LOCATION: OFF ASHLEY COURT (BEAVER DAM LAKE AREA)
SECTION 57-BLOCK 1-LOT 88.2

PROJECT NUMBER: 94-21

DATE: ‘ 24 JANUARY 1996

DESCRIPTION: THE APPLICANT PROPOSES THE SUBDIVISION OF A
151.7 +/-ACRE PARCEL INTO THREE (3) SINGLE-FAMILY
RESIDENTIALLOTS. THEPROJECT WAS MOST RECENTLY
REVIEWED AT THE 12 JULY 1995 PLANNING BOARD
MEETING, AT WHICH TIME A PUBLIC HEARING WAS
HELD.

1. At one time during the discussions regarding this application, the Planning Board and the
Planning Board Attorney discussed the possible need to review the potential effects of not
only the initial subdivision, but also the pending (future) subdivision. Mention was made
of the possible need for a draft Environmental Impact Statement to consider these possible
environmental effects.

Subsequent to those discussions, on 19 July 1995 Andrew Krieger, the Planning Board
Attorney, issued a letter to the Planning Board, outlining his position with regard to the
SEQRA requirements for this project.

I suggest that the Planning Board review the status of the SEQRA review process. with
their Attorney and determine the next appropriate step in this process.

2. The Planning Board also discussed possible restrictions regarding the development of
Lot 1 of the subdivision, in recognition of existing downstream drainage problems. The
Board should discuss the status of these restrictions and, if these are to be required,
should agree on the actual conditions of the restrictions.

Licensed in New York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania



REVIEW NAME:
PROJECT LOCATION:

PROJECT NUMBER:
DATE:

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR
PLANNING BOARD

REVIEW COMMENTS
PAGE 2

RAKOWIEKI (PARK ROAD CONSTRUCTION) SUBDIVISION
OFF ASHLEY COURT (BEAVER DAM LAKE AREA)
SECTION 57-BLOCK 1-LOT 88.2

94-21 ,

24 JANUARY 1996

3. After the Board resolves the above items, should any further technical reviews be
necessary, I will be pleased to perform same, as deemed appropriate by the Planning

A:RAKOW.mk

- —————



¢ Daniel P. YanosW
LICENSED LAND SURVEYOR
Route 302, P.O. Box 320
Circleville, N.Y. 10919

Daniel P. Yanosh, L.L.S. | | Tel: 914-361-4700
Kevin J. Wild, LL.S.- 7 Fax: 914-361-4722

January 4., 19986

Mark J. Edsall, P.E.
Planning Board Engineer
Town of New Windsor

555 Union Avenue ,

New Windsor, New York 125563

RE: Rakowieki (Park Road Construction) Subdivision
Project # 84-21

Dear Mark:

Enclosed are revised plans with the following additional
notes as per the Planning Board Attorneys” request.

1] Note # 5, Sheet 1, states “There will be no clearing of the
land of Lot # 1 without approval from the Town of New
Windsor Planning Board".

2] Note # 6, Sheet 1, states, "Any further subdivision of these
lots will be reviewed by the Town of New Windsor in respect
for full compliance of the State Environmental Quality
Review Act".

I believe that this is the 1last item needed for final
approval of this plan. Please place this item on the next
ble agenda for discussion.

Jim Casaz=za
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In the Matter of Application for

57~ ) -F5.2

fBoplicant.

i h::
STATE OF MEW YORE:
. 5E.:
COUNTY OF GRAMGE
YRS L. MASOM: being duly sworn.: deposes and savs:
That I am noect 2 party to the scticons: am over 18 vears of age
and veside at &7 Hethleshem Roads Mew Hindsor Hf 12553,

on/ovender._ 28, 1995 s 1 compared the __ 20

snvelopes containing thv attached Aaricultur

Distvrict

al
with the certified list provided by the éssessor vegsarding th
zhove applicaticon Tor Site FPlan/Subdivision and I find that the
addresszes are identical to ths list received. I then mzillsd ithe
envelopes in a U.8. Uepository within the Town of Mew Windsor.

Suory ko bhefore me this




. PL:ANNING BOARD FI‘UMBER: Savd o

, MEMORANDYM_FOR FILE
. DATE: P/ FS

VOn thJ.s date: __Q_W f //(//2,/4/1/4 Az /4[4 P 4

/A N.T, fﬁ%g&, )

f///) A%/,Z(l{‘ ZA// / Aw naz/z 'éﬁ, |

oy % e ////A/ /f %




o A!RI CULTURAL DISTRICT NOTI C’

NOTICE 1S VHERE.BY GIVEN that the PLANNING BOARD of the TOWN OF | NEW
WINDSOR, County of Orange, State of New York has before it an
application for Subdivision/Site Plan

for the proposed Three Lot Subdivision ef lands of Frances Rakowieckij
(briefly describe project)

As this project may be located within 500' of a farm operatiop
located within an Agricultural District, the TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR
is required to notify property owners ofr property containing P
farm operation within this Agricultural District and within 5p0°
of the proposed project.

owner/Applicant Park Road Construction

| Name
Address: P.0. Box 286

Salisbury Mills, NY 12577

Project Location: 57 - 1 - 88.2
Tax Map # Sec., Block, Lot
Street: Station Road

A map of this project is on file and may be inspected at the

Planning Board Office, Town Hall, 555 Union Avenue, New Winddor,
N.Y.

pate: August 4, 1995

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD

James R. Petro, Jr.,
Chairman




RESULTS OF P.B. MEETING

-

DATE: /) - £-G5~

PROJECT NAME: PROJECT NUMBER

X Kk % *x k k k kX Kk *x k * k k' k k* k x k Kk k * *x k kX k k k *k *x k * %

»*

LEAD AGENCY:

* NEGATIVE DEC:

M) __ S)__ VOTE:A N * M)__ S)__ VOTE:A N
CARRIED: YES NO * CARRIED: YES: NO
***************i*:**************:‘c
PUBLIC HEARING: M)__ S)__ VOTE: A N

WAIVED: YES NO
SEND TO OR. CO. PLANNING: M)__S)__ VOTE:A N YES__ NO
SEND TO DEPT. OF TRANSPORT: M)__S)__ VOTE:A____N YES_ NO
DISAPP: REFER TO Z.B.A.: M)__ S)__ VOTE:A N YES NO
RETURN TO WORK SHOP: YES NO
APPROVAL:
M)__S)__ VOTE:2 N__ ADPZROVED:
M)__S)__ VOTE:A N APFR. CONDITIONALLY
NEED NEW PLANS:  YES NO

DTSCUSSTON/ADPROVAT CONDITIONS

mDd N, T3 Av(oo‘f’ Tea@ﬁtc SM
o
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T&V N OF NEW WI&)SOR

555 UNION AVENUE ,
NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 12553

July 18, 1995

Dani=l P. :Yanosh, L.%Z.
P.0O. Box 320
-Circleville, NY 108918

- Re: Tax Map Parcel 57-1-88.2

Dear Mr. Yanosh:

“According to our recbrds, the attached 1ist of propsrty owners ars
~within the agricultural district, which is within five hundred (500)

feet of the above refersnced propsrty.

The charge for this saervice is $25.00, which you alreday paid in the
form of a deposit. '

Sincerely,

*¥§3~ C?CX9€:;

LESLIE COOK
Sols Assessor

Attachment
cct Myra Mason
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J+ ¥ Ag. Dist. Parcels within 500 feet of subject property.

T86-1-20 has agricultural exemption
Rakowiecki, Joseph E.

/ station Road , »OML
Salisbury Mills, NY 12577

56-1-21 i ] ] no exemption
Rakowiscki, Jossph

203 sStation Rd. ,

Salisbury Mills, NY 12577

56-1~22.1 o no exemption
Trova, Michael P. & Sharon B.
416 Station Rd.
V/Sa1i5bUPy Mills, NY 12577
56-1-22.2 no sxemption
v/éoberts, Chester J. & Diane :
Station Rd. :
salisbury Mills, NY 12577

56-1-22.31 no exemption
‘5chmidt, Albert L. & Johanna

/' -station Rd.
Salisbury Mills, NY 12577

56-1-22.32 no axemption
‘Becce, Nicholas & Vsronica

112 Deway Ave,

Alb=srtson, NY 11507

57-1-86 has agricultural exemption

iakowiecki, Joseph E.
423 sStation Rd.
Salisbury Mills, NY 12577

57-1-88.1 no 2xemption
-Roberts, Gary & Kathy

423 Station Rd.

Salisbury Mills, NY 12577

57-1-88,22 no ex=mption
Margaret Capolino

/o Capolino, Ilando

Suits 1000, 50 Main St.

whits Plains, NY 10601

*¥please be advissd that this parcsl bordsers the Town lins and thers
may be Agricultural District properties within 500 feet to the south
in the Town of Blooming Grove,
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TOWN OF BLOOMING GROVE

* Ag. Dist. Parcels within 500 feet of qubaect property.

, 3- 1 9.1
Edward & Denise Johnbon
V///”°~CIarkv1ew Road
New Windsor, NY 12553

3-1-569.2

Joseph E. Rakowiecki

Station Road _ pﬂ/"‘/
Salisbury Mills, NY 12577

3-1-42.51

Geocrge Wontsz

Station Road

Salisbury Mills, NY 12577

3-1-42.52 _ .
Deljo Enterprises, Inc.
P.0O. Box 361

Chester, NY 10918

3-1-42.1

Robert & Patricia Helm
433 Station Road
Salisbury Mills, RY 125877

4") f';
Bllly & Sara Lee
437 Station Road
Salisbury Mills, NY 12577

,3-1-42.3

" James & Annplleqe Sullivan
36 Parker Place

Upprer Saddle River, NJ 07458

3-1-42_4

Dennis & Lorraine Butler

H/// 443 Station Road
Salisbury Mills, NY 12577

1 ﬂq
Joseph Noto
30 Gold Place
Malverne, NY 11565

2-1-28

Elsie & Benjamin Flelds, Jr.
P.O. Box 55

uallabury Mills, NY 1257?

no

exemption’

agricultural

no

no
no
noe
no
no

no

no

exemption

exemption
exemption
exemption
exemption
esxemption
exemption

exemption

exemption



pdge Z
TOWN OF BLOOMING GROVE

2-1-17.1

Thomas & Maureen Matovic
434 Station Road
Salisbury Mills, NY 12577

| \‘

.~ 2-1-18 .
enneth & Arlene Roberts
436 Station Road )
SAlisbury Mills, NY 125877

no exemption

no exemption
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RAKOWIECKI SUBDIVISION (94-21) - TRAFFIC SURVEY
DISCUSSION

Mr. Daniel Yanosh and Shelly R. Johnston of

Transportation Concepts appeared before the board for
this proposal.

MR. YANOSH: Good evening, this is Shelly Johnston from
Transportation Concepts who prepared the letter you
received dated October 31, 1995.

MR. PETRO: Yes, you want to go briefly over what you
found or how you want to discuss this, Mark, you want
to lead into this?

MR. EDSALL: Yeah, I think the purpose tonight in
getting them in is I had received one letter early on
that provided a scope for the study as far as tasks and
I as well have received a letter with a preliminary
impact analysis, I thought this was a perfect time for
them to come in, possibly go over the scope of what
they propose to do, what’s been done so far, what
conclusions they have reached and what other
information they propose to supply and make sure that
the board and the applicant are on the same wavelength

as far as what you’re both expecting.

MR. PETRO: Now there was one aspect of this that you
said did not touch upon the Station Road crossing in
that you felt that it would be necessary to do that.

MR. EDSALL: No, what I said was is that in the various
tasks, one of them was an alternative analysis which
looked at the Station Road connection and I hadn‘t
gotten that yet, I don’t believe so, I was just
suggesting that when they are done explaining their
findings from the preliminary impact analysis that you
inquire as to what other tasks they plan to proceed
with and then discuss the scope of those so that we
don’t have any misunderstandings.

MR. PETRO: Are you going to give us an overlay of your
findings? '

MS. JOHNSTON: I can do that for you.
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MR. PETRO: Briefly, we don’t have to go into depth.

MS. JOHNSTON: You all had the letter. So far, I agree
with everything Mark had said, we talked with Mark and
we had frankly had reviewed a previous submission to
the town about another consultant for the traffic study
and we looked at the proposal for three lot subdivision
and we said we don’t exactly agree what this scope of a
different consultant had proposed and apparently had
gotten some input from the town. So I called Mark and
he said well, these were the issues at that time which
was several months ago in June or July. I said well,
we can put together a proposal that mirrors that same
proposal and then subsequent to that, after we submit
that scope of services, we talked to Mark and he said I
can submit it to the board, get input. He said I’11
tell you right now, one of the issues that they have
talked about is Station Road and potential that,
potential access or alternative access at least looking
at the feasibility of access from the subdivision of
the one lot into three residential lots and out to
Station Road. Subsequent to that, we looked at this
site, we took a site visit, looked at the existing
subdivision where the proposed subdivision was supposed
to tie into the proposed to be tied into, we did as

‘this letter outlines, we did a trip generation estimate

for the maximum potential build out to have that one
lot of 34.4 acres, if they were developed as three
residential lots, during the maximum hour during the
afternoon peak hour, it would generate 44 vehicle trips
that is based on information in the Institute of
Transportation Engineers trip Generation Manual then
what we did is looked at 44 trips. Of those 44 trips,
28 of the trips-will be entering and 16 will be exiting

-during the afternoon peak hour. As you know, the

subdivision proposes to tie into Ashley Court Ridgeview
Road and Finley Drive. Once you disperse the traffic
over those three roads, when you eventually lead out to
Lake Road, you’re talking about a net increase of about
nine or ten trips on each of one of those residential
roads that eventually lead to Lake Road. Our
assessment of nine or ten additional trips during peak
hour it will have a negligible impact though these
streets are sufficiently constructed of sufficient
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width to accommodate nine to ten additional trips in
one direction during a peak hour. From that, we
determined that there would be a negligible impact on
the operation of the intersection on that eastern side
of the property. Therefore, we did not feel that it
was necessary or would be necessary or even beneficial
to have_access from this subdivision out to Station
Road. The only logical reason to have access to
Station Road would be to mitigate potential impacts on
those other intersections of Ashley, Finley and
Ridgeview, and eventually to Lake Road and you can
extend it even further to Lake Road up to 207 or down
to 94. Again, the only reason to have access to.
Station Road would be if you are trying to mitigate the
impact of so many vehicles on another side street. So
that is why we didn’t look at Station Road in detail.
We did look in detail at the existing structure of
these residential streets, the geometry, the sight
distance there really just will not be a significant
impact from nine to ten additional trips.

MR. DUBALDI: Assumed full development nine trips per
hour?

MS. JOHNSTON: What you’re talking about, yes and no,
how about that? It is development of three lots that

"of course assumes you’d get sewer and water to be able

to develop that in density the nine to ten additional
trips is after you distribute the 44 trips on three
existing residential streets, Ashley, Finley and
Ridgeview.

MR. DUBALDI: That is peak?

MS. JOHNSTON: That is peak during afternoon peak hour,
that is one direction during other hours of the day
obviously would be much less, even in the morning peak
hour it would be less.

MR. PETRO: Mark, let me ask you this, we had requested
if I remember correctly Mr. Yanosh provide us for this
subdivision, obviously they are coming up, they are
disproving that we do need that. My questions is this.
The traffic study we had required or asked for and is
it in depth enough to accept this and go further with
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the subdivision?

MR. EDSALL: You can get as in depth a study as you
want, whether or not it is warranted is something
different. What I am saying is you’re looking not at a
substantial amount of trips exactly what we’re being
told I believe is the case what Shelly’s telling is
once you distribute the traffic among three roads, you
have got an insignificant situation. More significant
that is going to be the fact that these dead-end roads
will become through roads that is probably significant
to the people that live there but it’s not significant
from a traffic standpoint the roads from what Shelly’s
telling us can easily handle.

MR. DUBALDI: Town roads?

MR. EDSALL: They are town roads as far as the benefit
in going over to station, if there are benefits long
term to the town for the cross connection that again is
a separate issue than is it needed and warranted by
three lots. Two different issues.

MR. PETRO: Also remember we keep talking about the
three lots at this time, we only have a three lot

subdivision.

MR. EDSALL: Exactly.

MR. PETRO: So my question again and 1’11 pose it to
the board is this sufficient enough information that we
should move forward with the three lot subdivision?

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: For me it is.

MR. DUBALDI: No problem.

MR. KRIEGER: I do have a question with respect to
that. The conclusion that you have reached is based

upon in part upon feeling that the roads including
Ashley Court are adequate.

'MS. JOHNSTON: Yes.

MR. KRIEGER: If I remember correctly, Ashley, what'’s
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now Ashley Court which would tie into Park Road.
MS. JOHNSTON: Yes.

MR. KRIEGER: Have you in preparing this development,
preparing the survey, made any determination as to
whether Park Road as it exists now is adequate.

MS. JOHNSTON: in particular in what respect, the width
of the road?

MR. KRIEGER: For the purpose for you making up the
study, I mean just asking, I’m not saying--

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: What he is trying to say is did you
check the other roads where this leads into or just--

MS. JOHNSTON: Yes, I mean I drove around the entire
subdivision from all the points that I could get to
Lake Road which I felt was the primary destination for
these people to get out to Lake Road, all of those
roads obviously serve existing residential homes, it
would be essentially an extension of the existing
subdivision that is there now as those streets were
originally designed, they are all designed as dead-end
or cul-de-sac streets without any homes that would
"encumber any extension further to the west in so as far
as that is a town road, it will accommodate further
roads.

MR. DUBALDI: Any upgrades?

MR. KRIEGER: So your assumption is based on the fact
that it is an existing town road, would your assumption
change if it turned out that Park Road was not an
existing town road and it had not been accepted by the
town? Would that change your conclusion in any way?

MS. JOHNSTON: It changes some of the assumptions that
I make in my conclusion, yes.

MR. KRIEGER: I advise the board that Park Road to my
knowledge has not been accepted by the town, it is

therefore not a town road within the definition of an
accepted roadway and since it apparently would change
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some of the conclusions, I would ﬁrge the board to look
at that. '

MR. PETRO: Do you feel thét it would change it in a
positive way enough to impact the three lot
subdivision?

MR. KRIEGER: Well, I’m not an engineer and I’m not a
transportation expert and I’m not qualified to make any
conclusion as to what impact it would have. I merely
point out that one of the assumptions made in preparing
this report is an assumption that the board may not see
accept to the facts and they should be aware that the
facts are different and it is for the board to
determine whether or not that has sufficient impact for
there purposes to cast enough doubt on this report.

MR. YANOSH: I can answer that probably for you. I

"know that once the three lot does come into the board

for its approval, I know it will be the board’s point
to make sure that Park Road and Ashley are town roads
before we can even hook into them. It will be a
portion of something that will be taken care of later
on when we do come back for that subdivision that will
not happen, unless Park and Ashley do become.

"MR. PETRO: I agree with you a hundred percent and I

thank Andy for bringing that point out because that is
what he is paid to do but I also feel at this time, and
members of the board correct me, stop me at any time,
that this, I want to thank this young lady for
preparing this and Mr. Yanosh for complying with the
wishes of the planning board. Mark?

MR. EDSALL: Just one quick gquestion to Shelly. Let’s
assume for the moment that only two of the three
accesses are ultimately developed just so we have it in
the record, would you believe that we have only two
accesses existing that the distribution being whatever
percentage 50-50 whatever would change the conclusion.

MS. JOHNSTON: No, you’re only talking instead of nine,
you’re talking 14 trips.

MR. EDSALL: This case shows threé{ if in fact for some
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reason the final plan only had two accesses and I think
normally the board doesn’t want to have less than two,

~that is why I am asking the question, if it goes down

to two, we’re now hearing that the report would still
be valid and I just wanted to get that in the minutes.

MR. PETRO: I want to thank Mr. Yanosh for preparing
this and following with the wishes of the planning
board and I’d like to adopt this and I’d like to do it
by the form of a motion that it be accepted.

‘MR. VAN LEEUWEN: So moved.

MR. DUBALDI: Second it.

MR. PETRO: Motion has been made and seconded that the
New Windsor Planning Board accept Transportation
Concept’s letter dated October 31, 1995 to myself and
to the planning board to the Town of New Windsor and it
does fulfill our needs for a transportation study on
the Rakowieki subdivision at this time. Is there any
further discussion from the board members? If not,
roll call.

ROLL CALL

'MR. VAN LEEUWEN AYE

MR. STENT AYE
MR. DUBALDI AYE

MR. PETRO 7 AYE

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I move we adjourn.
MR. DUBALDI: Second it.

ROLL CALL #

MR. VAN LEEUWEN AYE
MR. STENT AYE
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MR. DUBALDI
MR. PETRO

AYE"
AYE

68

Respectfully Submitted By

Frances Roth
Stenographer
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ANDREW S. KRIEGER
ATTORNEY AT LAW
219 QUASSAICK AVENUE
SQUIRE SHOPPING CENTER, SUITE 3
NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 12553
(914) %62-2333

October 2, 1995

Daniel P. Yanosh, L.L.S.
Route 302, Box 320
Circleville, New York 10919

Re: Lands of Rakowiecki
Dear Mr. Yanosh:

At the request of Chairman Petro, I am writing to you in
response to your letter of September 28, 1995.

The appropriate statutes require notice to all "farm
operations" within 500 feet of a proposed development which are
also within an agricultural district. Neither the statutes
or any other legal authority has been found defining the term
"farm operations”, however.

There is no reason to conclude that "farm operations”
are the same as "agricultural exemptions" as identified by the
tax assessor. The phrases "agricultural exemption®™ and "farm
operations™ are not the same and are used for different purposes.
It is not clear that notifying only those persons listed by an
assessor as having "argicultural exemptions" will satisfy the
requirements of the law with respect to agr1cu1tura1 district
subdivision notices.

It is reasonable to expect, at a minimum, that failure to
properly notify all applicable "farm operations” may form the
basis of an Article 78 challenge to any approval that may be
granted by the Planning Board. You and your client are
encouraged to obtain your own legal counsel on this entire
question.

The Planning Board will send the agricultural data notice -
to those persons whom you designate. If you choose to
designate for notice purposes only those persons or properties
that have "agricultural exemptions® you are cautioned, that if
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Daﬁiel P. Yanosh, L.L.S. -2- September 29, 1995

there is a subsequent Article 78 challenge you could lose
approvals you might have gotten.

Thank you.

Very truly yours,

ANDREW S. KRIEGER
ASK:mmt

cc: Myra Mason

any
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| Daniel P, Q’anosg
* LICENSED LAND SURVEYOR
Route 302, P.O. Box 320
Circleville, N.Y. 10919

Daniel P. Yanosh, L.L.S. / Tel: 914-361-4700
Kevin J. Wild, LL.S. Fax: 914-361-4722

September 28, 18985

Planning Board Chairman
Town of Hew Windsor

555 Union Avenue

New Windsor, NY 12553

Re: 3 Lot Bubdivision
Lands of Francis Rakowiecki
Station Road

Dear Mr. Petro:

An Agricultural Data Statement has been prepared for the 3
Lot Subdivision of Lands of Francis Rakowiecki located on Station
Road. As a part of this Agricultural Data Statement, names and
addresses of owners of land within the agricultural district,
which land contains farm operations and is located within five
hundred (500) feet of the boundary of the property upon which the
project is proposed has also been submitted. Alsco included are
names and addresses of owners of land in the Town o©f Blooming
Grove, which fall under the same criterion.

An Agricultural District Notice has also been prepared which
states that "the Town of New Windsor is required +to notify
property owners of property containing a farm operation within
this agricultural District and within 500" of the proposed
project.”

There is only one land owner, Joseph Rakowiecki, within 500~
of the proposed project that is identified as having an
agricultural exemption (farm operation) as per the tax rolls of
the Towns of New Windsor and Blooming Grove.

Therefore, it is our feeling that Joseph Rakowiecki is the
only land owner that must be sent an Agricultural District
NMotice. - i

Very truly

Yanosh, L.L.S.
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An Agricultural  Data Statoment  has been prewared tor thoe o
Lt Sulkdivision of Lands of rancis Rdhowze ki locatod on Station

Vgl , As o part of this Agricultural Data Statement, names and
addresseas of owners of 0 land within the agricultural district,
whith Jand contains favim operations and s Jocated within five

bundred (L500) feet of vhe boundary of the property upen which the
project iz proposed has  alsco heen submilied. Alsc included are
ftames and addresses of cwners of land in  the Town of Plooming
Grove, which fall under the zame criterion. :

An Agricultural Diztrict Notice has aleo been prepared which
slates -that “"the Town of New Windsor is required to notify
rroperty owners  of property  contalning a4 farm operation within

-~ this _apgricultural District  and within 5007 of the proposed
project.

There is only one 1and’0wner. Joaeph Rakowiecki, within LoD
“of the proposed wvroject that is  identified as having an

Teol: 814-361-4700
Fax: 914-361-4722 -

“roormspricultural exemption T (farm operation) T as per the tax rolis of 7

,the.Townm of New Windsour and Blooming Grove.

R Ther(fuxe jt is our feeling that Joseph Rakowieocki- in th
only  Jand ownoer  that must - he sent  arn Agricultural District
Hotice. - ’

ﬁary fful?'yours. .

hanic) P, Yanosh, L. L.¢.



° -

900 Route 146

Clifton Park, NY 12065
518 371-0177

518 383-4189 Fax

October 31, 1995

Mr. James Petro

Planning Board Chair
Town of New Windsor
555 Union Avenue

New Windsor, NY 12553

Re: Rakowieki Subdivision
Dear Mr. Petro:

We have completed a preliminary traffic impact analysis of the proposed subdivision of 151.71
acres of land currently owned by Frances J. Rakowieki. The project site is bounded by Station
Road to the west and the existing Hill Crest subdivision to the east. While the current proposal
before the Town of New Windsor is to subdivide the 151.71 acres into three lots, we understand
that one of the three lots is planned to be further subdivided. Specifically, Lot 1 as identified on
the Property Survey and 3 Lot Subdivision, dated March 3, 1994, as prepared by Daniel P.
Yanosh, L.L.S., encompasses 34.431 acres and is planned to be subdivided into 37 residential
lots, assuming that public utilities such as sewer and water can be obtained from the Town. If
sewer services can not be obtained from the Town, the ultimate yield of Lot 1 will be only 13 to
15 residential lots. Vehicular access to the residential subdivision is proposed to be provided
through an extension of Ashley Court, Ridge View Road and Finley Drive.

The relative impact of the proposed residential subdivision may first be assessed by estimating
the number of vehicular trip ends that will be generated by the new homes during the morning
and afternoon peak hours. The peak hour trip generation estimate for the subdivision was based
on the historical information provided in the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip
Generation, fifth edition, for Land Use Code 210: Single Family Homes. The ITE publication is
the industry standard for estimating trip generation for new developments. Based on the
information in the Trip Generation, 37 single family homes will generate a total of 34 vehicle
trip ends during the morning peak hour (9 trips entering and 25 trips exiting) and 44 vehicle trip
ends during the afternoon peak hour (28 trips entering and 16 trips exiting). If conditions require
that the subdivision be reduced to only 15 lots, it is estimated that the subdivision will generate
16 vehicle trip ends during the morning peak hour (4 trips entering and 12 trips exiting) and 20
vehicle trip ends during the afternoon peak hour (13 entering and 7 exiting).

On Friday, September 15, 1995, Transportation Concepts completed an investigation of the
project site and the adjacent transportation system that will serve the traffic generated by the
proposed subdivision of Lot 1. Ashley Court, Ridge View Road and Finley Drive are all
residential streets that were designed and constructed in accordance with industry standards for
road width for residential streets. The western limit of each of these roads is either a cul-de-sac
or a "dead end". Review of the layout of the homes at the western limit of Ashley Court, Ridge
View Road and Finley Drive indicates that the original subdivision was designed to allow future
extension of these residential streets to the west without disruption to the layout of the existing
homes at the end of these streets. Therefore, the layout of the proposed subdivision of Lot 1 is

g J

Principals Richard Eats, LA Shelly Johnston, P.E. James Mitchell, P.E.
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consistent with the original comprehensive plan for development of the property along the west
side of Lake Road. That is, it appears that it was always intended that access to undeveloped
lands to the west would be provided through extension of Ashley Court, Ridge View Road and
Finley Drive.

The estimated trip generation for the proposed development indicates that a 37-lot subdivision
will generate 44 trip ends during the highest peak hour. These 44 trips will access Lake Road via
Ashley Court to Park Road, or Ridge View Road to Valley Drive to Hill Crest Drive, or Finley
Drive to Valley Drive. A street map is included for your reference. On Lake Road, the vehicles
generated by the subdivision will travel north to Route 207 or south to Route 94. During the
afternoon peak hour, a majority of the traffic generated by the subdivision will be entering trips.
The 28 entering trips will be distributed over the three existing roads, Ashley Court, Ridge View
Road and Finely Drive, resulting in an average increase of only 9 to 10 entering trips during the
afternoon peak hour on the existing residential streets. The 16 trips estimated to exit the
proposed subdivision during the afternoon peak hour will similarly be distributed over the three
roads resulting in an average increase of 5 to 6 exiting trips during the highest hour. The impact
of the relatively few additional trips generated by 37 residential lots will be insignificant. The
existing residential streets will be able to adequately accommodate the additional traffic
generated by the 37 lot subdivision. No improvements or widening of the residential streets is
required as a result of the proposed development.

If the number of residential lots is reduced by 60 percent or more, the relative impact of the
traffic will be reduced accordingly. The 13 trips entering the subdivision during the highest peak
hour will be distributed over the three existing roads, Ashley Court, Ridge View Road and Finely
Drive, resulting in an average increase of only 4 to 5 entering trips during the afternoon peak
hour on the existing residential streets. The 7 trips estimated to exit the 15-lot subdivision
during the afternoon peak hour will similarly be distributed over the three roads resulting in an
average increase of 2 to 3 exiting trips during the highest hour. The impact of so few additional
trips generated by 15 residential lots will be insignificant. The existing residential streets will be
able to adequately accommodate the additional traffic generated by a 15 lot subdivision with no
noticeable impact to the existing residential streets.

As vehicles move further away from the subdivision onto Lake Road and then to Route 207 and
Route 94, the vehicles will be distributed to various directions and the increase in traffic volumes
on any one approach of the existing highways will be negligible. Generally, the New York State
Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) is not be concerned with any development that adds
fewer than 100 peak hour trips on any approach of a State highway, such as Route 207 or Route
94. Even with the maximum potential build-out of 37 residential lots, the net increase in traffic
on the State highways will be fewer than 12 trips on any one approach of a State highway. The
NYSDOT recognizes that so few trips will have no noticeable impact on the operation of the
roadways or intersections. '
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Therefore, based on the estimated mp generation of the proposed bubdms:on, the availability of
alternate travel routes to serve the additional traffic and the condition of the existing residential
streets, the proposed subdivision of lands of Rakowieki will have an insignificant traffic impact.

The existing street system will easily accommodate the additional traffic generated by the
subdivision without any adverse impacts.

Should you have any questions regarding our traffic analysis of the proposed subdivision of
lands of Rakowieki, please call me at (518)371-0177.

Sincerely,
TRANSPORTATION CONCEPTS

bitty P Yot

Shelly R. Johnston, P.E.
Principal

cc: B. Ostrer -
D. Yanosh
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July 12, 1995

To The Planningr Board of the Town of New Windsor,
We would like to request the following;

1. SEQR(State Environmental Quality Board)
. 2. A Positive Declaration

3. Traffic Study

4. DEIS (Draft Environmental Study)

We feel that this project will have a negative effect on our commuhity and the environment, which

is why we would like to see all this testing done. A complete environmental impact statement and

drainage study is essential.

Also, v?’e would request that no approvals go thru without all these studies being done and
completed and ask that you send copies of these studies to the following address so that copies
can be made and looked at by the people in our community.

Dina M. Cavazza
4 Finley Drive
Salisbury Mills, NY 12577,

Thank you in advance for all your cooperation.

Sincerely,

The Beaver Dam Community
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We the undersigned who reside in the Beaver Dam Lake area protest irresponsibie and out
of control cxploitations of our natural resources and way of lifc. It is our firm belicf that the
proposed subdivision of the lands of Francis J. Rakowiecki will create a tremendous strain

on our environment-- especially our water— and adversely change the character of our

community.

WE NEED YOU AT NEW WINDSOR TOWN
HALL WEDNESDAY, JULY 12, 1995 AT 7:30 PM.

NAME ADDRESS
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We the undersigned who reside in the Beaver Dam Lake area protest irresponsible and out
of control exploitations of our natural resources and way of lifc. It is our firm belicf that the
proposed subdivision of the lands of Francis J. Rakowiecki will create a tremendous strain
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We the undersigned who reside in the Beaver Dam Lake area protest irresponsible and out
of control cxploitations of our natural resources and way of lifc. It is our firm belicf that the
proposed subdivision of the lands of Francis J. Rakowiecki will create a tremendous strain
on our environment— especially our water— and adversely change the character of our

community.
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We the undersigned who reside in the Beaver Dam Lake area protest irresponsible and out
of control cxploitations of our natural resources and way of life. It is our firm belicf that the
proposed subdivision of the lands of Francis J. Rakowiecki will create a tremendous strain

on our environment— especially our water-- and adversely changc the character of our

community.
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We the undersigned who reside in the Beaver Dam Lake area protest irresponsible and out
of control cxploitations of our natural rcsources and way of lifc. It is our firm belicf that the
proposed subdivision of the lands of Francis J. Rakowiecki will create a tremendous strain
on our environment— especially our water— and adversely change the character of our

community.

WE NEED YOU AT NEW WINDSOR TOWN
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of control exploitations of our natural resources and way of lifc. It is our firm belicf that the
proposed subdivision of the lands of Francis J. Rakowiecki will create a tremendous strain
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- We the undersigned who reside in the Beaver Dam Lake area protest irresponsibic and out
of control cxploitations of our natural resources and way of life. It is our firm belicf that the
proposed subdivision of the lands of Francis J. Rakowiecki will create a tremendous strain
on our environment— especially our water-- and adversely change the character of our

community.

WE NEED YOU AT NEW WINDSOR TOWN
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Daniel #. Yanosh, L.
F.C. Box 320 :
Circleville, NY 109189

Re: Tax Map Parcel 57-1-88.2
Dezar Mr. Yanosh:
According to our rzcords, the attached list of property ownszrs ars

within th ricu 1tura] district, which is w1th1u five hundrsd (50¢)
tz=t of the above =ft=renced prop~rty.

-+ o
i
7]
]

The charg

this s=rvice i3 $25.00, which vou alreday paid in ths
form of :

1 TR}

Attachment
.CcC: Myra Mason



56-1-20

Rakowiscki, Jos=ph E.

‘2tation Road

salisbury Mills, NY 12577

56-1-21

Rakowi=scki, Joseph

203 sStation Ed.

Salisbury Mills, NY 12577

56-1-22.1

Trova, Michasl F. & Sharon B.
416 Station Rd.

23lisbury Mills, NY 12577

56-1-22.2

Robarts, Chestsr J. & Dians
Ztation Rd. :
Salisbury Mills, NY 12577

56-1-22.31

Schmidt, Albsrt L. & Johanna
Station Rd. .

S2alisbury Mills, NY 12577

56-1-22.32

2=cce, Nicholas & vsronica
112 Dewsy Ave.

Albesrtson, NY 11507
57-1-88

Eakowizcki, Joseph E.
423 Station Rd.
Zalisbury Mills, NY 125377

57-1-88.1

Roberts, Garv & Kathy

423 station Rd.

Zalisbury Milils, NY 12577

57-1-89.22

Margarst Capolino

c/o Capolino, Ilando
Suits 1000, 50 Main =t.
whit= Plains, NY 10801

* Ag. Dist. Parcels within 500 fzet of 5ubject'property.

has agricultural sxemption

no sxemption

no zxemption

no =X

il

mption

no sxzmption

no sexemption

has agricultural =xsmption

no =xemption

no sx=mpiion

ase bs advissd that this parcsl bordsrs ths wan 1ins and thar=
may bes Agricultural Cistrict propertiss within 500 f==2t to ths south
hz Town of Eloomina Grovz. : '

o
—
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BIAGINI

MR. PETRO: Is there any other information that anybody
wants to shed upon this board?

. MR. KRIEGER: You have got that letter that I sent with

respect to Biagini. Do you want to discuss it?

MR. PETRO: I think the bottom line with this and this
is with the Rakowiecki subdivision is you kept
mentioning the hard look at the SEQRA process, just for
the three lot subdivision and how far are we allowed to
go with commanding a full SEQRA review or suggesting
that. Naturally, if we suggest it, they are not going
to do it.

MR. PETRO: Can we require it?

MR. KRIEGER: Yes, what the environmental law says,
what SEQRA says at this point first of all you can’t
ignore, you being the board, you can’t ignore things
that have come to your attention. Somebody says they
are going to do a major subdivision, you can’t just say
well, we’ll worry about that later, pretend we didn’t
hear that. You have to take that into account. It is
possible for them, somebody says well, that is fine but

‘how are they going to do an environmental review on

something that isn’t concretely proposed? Well, the
court of appeals has said that you can do it.
Hypothetically, I forgot what the exact words are I put
it in the letter. It has to be done and they are
apparently considerable case story from the fact that a
comprehensive environmental review has to be done at
the earliest possible moment. That is now and that is
really a change from the o0ld procedure where you are
being inclined to say well, it’s a three lot
subdivision, we’ll put off until a later date, this
environmental review. Well, apparently there’s
considerable flurry from the fact that it has to be
done at quote the earliest possible moment end quote.
So it can’t be simply put off. So the other thing is
that-- '

MR. STENT: You’re stating that the three 1lot
subdivision has to be done because of the major
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subdivision that they are talking about doing.

MR. KRIEGER: If a developer comes in and says yeah,
I’'m going to do a major subdivision in the future, you
can’t, you can no longer say well, that is the future
and we’re not going to worry about it now. Now you
have to say well, as long as that is the case then--

MR. PETRO: Let me ask you this though. What if he
comes in and says I changed my mind, we’re not doing a
further subdivision.

MR. DUBALDI: What law is that based on?

MR. KRIEGER: First of all, take them in the order that
they were asked.

MR. STENT: What if the landowner says look, there’s
nothing going on, I’m just doing a three lot
subdivision, that is it.

MR. KRIEGER: What will--

MR. BABCOCK: They are electing to access to Station
Road with the three lots that they are creating.

‘MR. KRIEGER: What will happen with respect to that if

they simply withdraw that is if they come in later on
right after that and say I changed my mind now I do
want to do a major subdivision, and that is krought up
to a court and an Article 78, the argument is going to
be made that that was a subterfuge on their part, the
board should have known once they knew about it, they
can’t just rip it out of their mind.

MR. STENT: So this women is held up from subdividing.

MR. KRIEGER: I’m just telling you what the court cases
have said. The other aspects of this because it is
adjacent to one of Mr. Biagini’s other subdivisions, it
creates additional problems. There’s some discussion
on this point stated on the record there are actually
concrete plans to in part in a way tie in this
subdivision with that subdivision, at least as far as
traffic access and drainage is concerned. That means
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that you can’t, that is another aspéct that you can’t
just simply say well, we didn’t hear that.

MR. PETRO: I think we get the point Andy.

MR. LANDER: The answer to your question, Carmen, it’s
a combination between statute, regulations and case
law.

MR. LANDER: I have been thinking about this traffic
study that we asked Mrs. Rakowiecki for the single
family house that she’s going to put up, I think a
traffic study is a little heavy for her, being it’s a
three lot subdivision, just cause we have a crowd of
people come in here and scream that they’d like to
lynch Ed Biagini, I mean once you think about it long
enocugh, you say well, it’s a three lot subdivision.
They are proposing one house on that lot. I mean, how
much downstream water is going to be generated by
building of one house? I think we can still--

MR. KRIEGER: The problem that you have there is he’s
come in and said and it was specifically asked by this
board to commit himself to not making any changes on
lot number one before it was approved by this board and
he’s come in and specifically said no, he won’t agree

‘to that, that leads to the inescapable conclusion that

and furthermore he came in and said he wants to
preserve his legal rights. That leaves to the
inescapable conclusion that he intends or at least will
not rule out stripping that lot, clearing that lot once
he has it. And the affects of that on drainage and I
remind you that there are fresh water wetlands on the
site as well, the affect of that on drainage both on
this lot and on the adjacent lot would be significant.

MR. PETRO: Ron, the reason we mentioned the traffic
study and I agree being just the three lots is going to
add two new houses emptying out the two roads into the
development there but the problem arises once you
create the subdivision now Station Road then is blocked
off and that the 34 or 35 homes to be built on lot
number one, I believe it was would also have to empty
out onto those two roads.
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MR. LANDER: They don’t necessarily have to empty out
onto those roads.

MR. PETRO: Well, they can’t have access across the
farm.

MR. LANDER: So that subdivision right there is stalled
because those roads can’t take the amount of traffic
that is going to be put with the 34 new houses.

MR. PETRO: If we, again, you follow what I am saying

'if you create this then later on the traffic study is

going to prove--

MR. LANDER: That the roads are inadequate and I think
it’s his problem again.

MR. PETRO: That is why we’re trying to find the access

to station Road. We asked him to plot and leave an
easement over there.

MR.A LNDER: They don’t want to do that.

MR. PETRO: If they did that, traffic study is not
necessary because we have ample access.

‘MR. LANDER: We know that the roads are inadequate in

Beaver Dam.

MR. KRIEGER: You asked before about the effectively
prohibiting Mrs. Rakowiecki from a three lot
subdivision, had the applicant come in and committed
and it was on the map as it was proposed, committed
himself to make no changes with respect to lot one
which when he does clearing, then it would give you a
basis to turn around and say there’s no impact on the
existing subdivision but his refusal to do that then
puts, it puts the board very much at risk with respect
to approval without going through a SEQRA process which
might otherwise--

MR. PETRO: Do you know if the applicant is working on
a new plan?

MR. BABCOCK: Not a word.
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MR. PETRO: Any other member?
MR. DUBALDI: No.
MR. LANDER: No.

MR. PETRO: Let’s wait and see what the applicant comes
up with and maybe the problem will solve itself.

MR. KRIEGE: I was more in the nature, I was not
proposing any action be taken, it was more in the
nature actually of proposing that no action be taken
until these problems are resolved.

MR. LANDER: But do we have a time limit on this
application? 1Isn’t there a time limit where we have to
make a decision one way or the other?

MR. KREIGER: Yes, there is.

MS. MASON: Didn’t they waive that?

MR. KRIEGER: I thought they waived that on the record.

If not, that is absolutely correct, that absolutely
should be done. Court’s have said, have drafted onto

-that time limit extensions when they are involved with

SEQRA and which is another reason for my letter. Aside
from the SEQRA there was one other thing that I raised
in that letter and that is simply this. There are new,
relatively new requirements in the state law for
anybody seeking a site plan or subdivision approval and
this is anything, minor subdivision, doesn’t matter,
that notification be sent to active farm operations and
agricultural districts which districts are within 500
feet. It is an extra requirement that didn’t exist
before. 1It’s mandated in the statute that the planning
board provide this notice as sometimes happens with
state legislators. However, I put this, the process of
tracking this legislation and seeing how as a practical
matter it would be implemented was in some respects
lacking. Specifically, none of the towns that I have
contacted, Orange County Director of Planning would
have any idea how this is going to be implemented but
there it is and the mandate is there. Unless these
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people are notified to grant approvals before then
according to the statutes, it’s a problen.

MS. MASON: They didn’t even know how it was going to
be worded when I spoke to the County way back a year
ago, they didn’t even know how to word the notice. We
made up a notice -on our own.

MR. LANDER: I was just wondering so we get access to
Station Road that still doesn’t solve the drainage
problems. I think drainage there is the biggest item,
besides the traffic.

MR. BABCOCK: Yeah, but what I think the whole crux is
that if the subdivision has access to Station Road then
you can consider it a three lot subdivision with one
house that is it when he comes back with the major
subdivision or minor subdivision that is when you
attack and look at the drainage.

MR. KRIEGER: Except for the fact--
MR. STENT: Based on what Andy’s saying, we can’t even

get access to Station Road because we know that lot one
was going to have the 34 lot thing based on the SEQRA.

‘MR. KRIEGER: He was to make a commitment that nothing

would be done on lot one until he got subsequent
planning board approval, nothing, no clearing, no
subdivision, no nothing. That particular scenario was
not recited in any of the cases of the research that I
did and although it is therefore new ground if you
will, such an agreement would give the planning board a
substantial peg, if you will, to hang its hat on in not
requiring the level of SEQRA review of the statute.

MR. BABCOCK: At this three lot subdivision and require
it the next time.

MR. KRIEGER: Postponing it to the next.

MR. STENT: But the point that I am making, even if
they give access in the three lot subdivision to
Station Road, we can still not give approval on it
because of the 34 lot thing.
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MR. PETRO: We don‘t have to do the SEQRA process as
long as we, I think have gone over some of the issues
at hand, I think it can still be a judgment call of the
board. ’

"MR. KRIEGER: Well, it’s always a judgment call. And

the possibility of review at least in my mind became
significant with the number of persons who were
interested.

MR. PETRO: We'’re not running out the entire process,
I’'d like to take a look at a new plan and decide at
that time, I don’t want to make any judgments.

MR. LANDER: Have we heard anything on the litigation
on the subdivision right below that? They are having
the drainage problem.

MR. KRIEGE: Yeah, it was the Article 78 was decided,
they’1ll receive, if they get around to serving the
order with notice, some technicalities, but the
decision was that they’d receive a building Certificate
of Occupancy for lot number 3 which is what they asked
for. But the decision also contained a provision that
he had to comply with the builder’s agreement which

‘incorporates the maps with respect to lots 9 through 14

and you remember there was a whole separate sheet in
the plans of erosion control measures and from what I
understand, the large part of the difficulties being
experienced by those people have to do with the
existing drainage, the catch basins clogging up and so
forth which is directly related to the failure to do
any erosion control. ’

MR. LANDER: They had catch basins on lawns. They are
not out in the road. They are on people’s lawns. They
are all over. They are not where they are supposed to
be. I mean they have corrected a lot of that but just
downstream where they cross the road the water goes
over the top of the road, the culvert’s only four foot.
Mike, he needs an 8 foot?

MR. BABCOCK: Yeah.
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MR. KRIEGER: First of all, whatever it has to be
cleaned, that is the erosion control because it can be
eight and if it isn’t clean, it’s worthless. So that
is number one. Number two, it became apparent during
the course of this that what was actually installed in
the ground was considerably less, possibly half of what
was called for in the plan and so it was inadequate.

As a matter or fact, it was working correctly then it
wasn’t working correctly so I got the double whammy.

MR. PETRO: Is there anything else other than this
subdivision that we want to talk about at this time?
Can I have a motion?

MR. DUBALDI: I move we adjourn.

MR. STENT: Second it.

ROLL CALL

MR. STENT AYE
MR. LANDER AYE
MR. DUBALDI AYE
MR. PETRO AYE

Rgspectfully Submitted By:
3

Frances Roth \\\$3

Stenographer



ANDREW S. KRIEGER
ATTORNEY AT LAW
219 QUASSAICK AVENUE
SQUIRE SHOPPING CENTER. SUITE 3

NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 12553

(R1A) K62-23313

July 19, 1995

James Petro, Chairman

New Windsor Planning Board
555 Union Avenue

New Windsor, New York 12553

Re: Rakowiecki Subdivision
Dear Mr. Petro:

After the last Planning Board meeting in which a public
hearing was held on the above referenced application I have
done further research on this matter. 1In my opinion, it is a
matter on which the Planning Board must proceed cautiously
and it is a matter in which the Town cf New Windsor may have
some liability.

Certainly, the law, regulations and cases decided in the
area of SEQR have made applications such as these far more
complicated then they used to be. There are particular aspects
with respect to this application that have caused me to take
the unusual step of advising the Planning Board in writing.

The facts as I understand them are that a three lot sub-
divison has been proposed on property owned by Francis
Rakowiecki but which subdivision is proceeding on the appli-
cation of Park Road Construction. On information and belief
the principal of Park Road Construction is E. Biagini.

I further understand that the existing parcel contains
some wetlands designated by the DEC and that parts of this
parcel may drain into those wetlands. The applicant has
apparently announced his intention to develop a major sub-
division on a portion of the aforementioned Rakowiecki parcel,
specifically,lot 1 of the three lots proposed to be created.
This applicant has refused to commit himself not to do
anything on lot 1 before obtaining the permission of the
Planning Board apparently to preserve what he believes to
be his legal rights including, but not limited to, the right
to clear the land without Planning Board permission.
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This subdivision is adjacent to an existing subdivision of
Park Road and it appears that this applicant has proposed to
connect the instant subdivision to that prior subdivision at
least for traffic access and/or drainage of storm, surface and/or
ground water.

Once these facts have been made known to the Planning Board
it cannot ignore them in its considerations and deliberations.

As you know, it is required by the SEQR laws, regulations
and cases that the Planning Board take a "hard look" at the
environmental aspects of any project before it. This "hard look"
must be taken at the "earliest possible time".

A lead agency is required to consider the cumulative effects
of projects other than the one immediately proposed and common
ownership of these projects is not necessarily a pre-requisite
for mandatory cumulative impact studies. Specifically, it does
not appear that cumulative environmental consideration can be
avoided merely because the parcel now before the Planning Board
is owned by a different party than is the adjacent parcel
(Park Road Subdivision). The proper question is whether the
subdivisions are "dependent on each other, integrated or devoid
of independent utility". It is necessary that the Planning
Board makes specific findings in this area especially if it is
not going to require cumulative environmental consideration in
order to protect the Town against possible liability.

An environmental review of this property can take place
even before an actual project is proposed (i.e. an application
for a subdivision of lot 1). Such review can proceed on a "con-
ceptual basis through analysis of hypothetical uses".

Areas of concern under SEQR include but are not limited to
water run off during and after construction which could negatively
impact protected wetland; increases in water usage; potential
effects of surface and groundwater quality and quantity; sewage
treatment capacity and increased traffic density. Also, since
there is drainage into onsight wetlands and the applicant has
declined to commit himself not to clear lot 1 there is apparent
possible environmental impact which would directly occur as a
result of granting this subdivision.
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In addltlon, it appears that this appllcant has not complied
with the requirements of Town Law Section 283-a for an "Agricultural
Data Statement®”. The requirements of this law appear to be mandatory
even for a minor subdivision such as this. Further, this law also
imposes requirements on the Planning Board and those requirements
cannot be fulfilled without first getting the compliance needed
from the applicant. It is urged that no approvals of any type be
granted to this applicant before these provisions are complied with.

If you, any member of the Planning Board, the engineer, the
Supervisor or anyone else have any questions with respect to this,
please let me know.

Very truly yours,

ANDREW S. KRIEGER

ASK:mmt 7

cc: George Meyers, Supervisor
Myra -Mason
Mark Edsall

MYRA:

Please make a copy of this letter for each memeber of the
Planing Board. Thanks.

Andy



ANDREW S. KRIEGER
ATTORNEY AT LAW
219 QUASSAICK AVENUE
SQUIRE SHOPPING CENTER, SUITE 3
NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 12553
(914) 562-2333

July 19, 1995

James Petro, Chairman

New Windsor Planning Board
555 Union Avenue

New Windsor, New York 12553

Re: Rakowiecki Subdivision
Dear Mr. Petro:

After the last Planning Board meeting in which a public
hearing was held on the above referenced application I have
done further research on this matter. In my opinion, it is a
matter on which the Planning Board must proceed cautiously
and it is a matter in which the Town of New Windsor may have
some liability.

Certainly, the law, regulations and cases decided in the
area of SEQR have made applications such as these far more
complicated then they used to be. There are particular aspects
with respect to this application that have caused me to take
the unusual step of advising the Planning Board in writing.

The facts as I understand them are that a three lot sub-
divison has been proposed on property owned by Francis
Rakowiecki but which subdivision is proceeding on the appli-
cation of Park Road Construction. On information and belief
the principal of Park Road Construction is E. Biagini.

I further understand that the existing parcel contains
some wetlands designated by the DEC and that parts of this
parcel may drain into those wetlands. The applicant has
apparently announced his intention to develop a major sub-
division on a portion of the aforementioned Rakowiecki parcel,
.specifically,lot 1 of the three lots proposed to be created.
This applicant. . has refused to commit himself not to do
anything on lot 1 before obtaining the permission of the
Planning Board apparently to preserve what he believes to
be his legal rights including, but not limited to, the right
to clear the land without Planning Board permission.
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This subdivision is adjacent to an existing subdivision of
Park Road and it appears that this applicant has proposed to
connect the instant subdivision to that prior subdivision at
least for traffic access and/or drainage of storm, surface and/or
ground water. '

Once these facts have been made known to the Planning Board
it cannot ignore them in its considerations and deliberations.

As you know, it is required by the SEQR laws, regulations
and cases that the Planning Board take a "hard look" at the
environmental aspects of any project before it. This "hard look"
must be taken at the "earliest possible time".

A lead agency is required to consider the cumulative effects
of projects other than the one immediately proposed and common
ownership of these projects is not necessarily a pre-requisite
for mandatory cumulative impact studies. Specifically, it does
not appear that cumulative environmental consideration can be
avoided merely because the parcel now before the Planning Board
is owned by a different party than is the adjacent parcel
(Park Road Subdivision). The proper question is whether the
subdivisions are "dependent on each other, integrated or devoid
of independent utility". It is necessary that the Planning
Board makes specific findings in this area especially if it is
not going to require cumulative environmental consideration in
order to protect the Town against possible liability.

An environmental review of this property can take place
even before an actual project is proposed (i.e. an application
for a subdivision of lot 1). Such review can proceed on a "con-
ceptual basis through analysis of hypothetical uses".

Areas of concern under SEQR include but are not limited to
water run off during and after construction which could negatively
impact protected wetland; increases in water usage; potential
effects of surface and groundwater quality and quantity; sewage
treatment capacity and increased traffic density. Also, since
there is drainage into onsight wetlands and the applicant has
declined to commit himself not to clear lot 1 there is apparent
possible environmental impact which would directly occur as a
result of granting this subdivision. :
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In addltlon, it appears that thls appllcant has not complled
with the requirements of Town Law Section 283-a for an "Agricultural
Data Statement". The requirements of this law appear to be mandatory.
even for a minor subdivision such as this. Further, this law also
imposes requlrements on the Planning Board and those requirements
cannot be fulfilled without first getting the compliance needed
from the applicant. It is urged that no approvals of any type be.
granted to this appllcant before these prov151ons are complled with.

1f you, any member of the Plannlng Board, the engineer, the
Supervisor or anyone else have any questlons with respect to this,
please let me know.

Very truly yours,

20 <5

‘ANDREW S. KRIEGER

ASK:mmt :

cc: George Meyers, Supervisor
Myra Mason '
- Mark Edsall
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45 Quassaick Ave. (Route 9W)

a New Windsor, New York 12553

! (914) 562-8640
MCGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL o BroadSoel a7
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. (717) 296-2765
RICHARD D. McGOEY, P.E.
WiILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E.
MARK J. EDSALL, P.E.
JAMES M. FARR, P.E.

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR
PLANNING BOARD
REVIEW COMMENTS
REVIEW NAME: RAKOWIEKI (PARK ROAD CONSTRUCTION) SUBDIVISION

PROJECT LOCATION: OFF ASHLEY COURT (BEAVER DAM LAKE AREA)
“ SECTION 57-BLOCK 1-LOT 88.2

PROJECT NUMBER: 94-21

DATE: 12 JULY 1995

DESCRIPTION: THE APPLICATION PROPOSES THE SUBDIVISION OF A
151.7 +/- ACRE PARCEL INTO THREE (3) SINGLE-FAMILY
RESIDENTIAL LOTS. THE PLAN WAS PREVIOUSLY
REVIEWED AT THE 25 JANUARY 1995, 22 FEBRUARY 1995,
26 APRIL 1995 AND 24 MAY 1995 PLANNING BOARD
MEETINGS. THE APPLICANT IS BEFORE THE BOARD FOR
A PUBLIC HEARING AT THIS MEETING.

1. As previously noted, the Applicant has responded to each of the previous comments from
my technical reviews of the subdivision.

One issue which is in some dispute is whether restrictions should be placed on Lot 1 with
regard to grading of that lot. In my previous review comments, I acknowledged that
Lot 1 was intended for a single-family single house at this time, with potential for future
development. I recommended that the Board consider restrictions with regard to any
grading of this lot (beyond that associated with the single house), until such time that a
comprehensive drainage analysis has been completed and a soil erosion and sediment
control plan has been completed (with an application to DEC made, as necessary).

The Applicant’s surveyor indicates his opinion that since only a single home is proposed,
no such restrictions are "called for".

LsoemedmNewYork,NewJemeyandPemsylm
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. : ‘ O Main Office
45 Quassaick Ave. (Route 9W)

55 New Windsor, New York 12553
(914) 562-8640
rcl O Branch Office

McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL mo?:"f‘feﬁ':;:ama 18337

CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. , (717) 296-2765

RICHARD D. McGOEY, P.E.

WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E.
. MARK J. EDSALL, P.E.

JAMES M. FARR, P.E.

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR
PLANNING BOARD
REVIEW COMMENTS
REVIEW NAME: RAKOWIEKI (PARK ROAD CONSTRUCTION) SUBDIVISION

PROJECT LOCATION: OFF ASHLEY COURT (BEAVER DAM LAKE AREA)
_ SECTION 57-BLOCK 1-LOT 88.2

PROJECT NUMBER: 94-21

DATE: 12 JULY 1995

DESCRIPTION: THE APPLICATION PROPOSES THE SUBDIVISION OF A
151.7 +/- ACRE PARCEL INTO THREE (3) SINGLE-FAMILY
RESIDENTIAL LOTS. THE PLAN WAS PREVIOUSLY
REVIEWED AT THE 25 JANUARY 1995, 22 FEBRUARY 1995,
26 APRIL 1995 AND 24 MAY 1995 PLANNING BOARD
MEETINGS. THE APPLICANT IS BEFORE THE BOARD FOR
A PUBLIC HEARING AT THIS MEETING.

1. As previously noted, the Applicant has responded to each of the previous comments from
my technical reviews of the subdivision.

One issue which is in some dispute is whether restrictions should be placed on Lot 1 with
regard to grading of that lot. In my previous review comments, I acknowledged that
Lot 1 was intended for a single-family single house at this time, with potential for future
development. I recommended that the Board consider restrictions with regard to any
grading of this lot (beyond that associated with the single house), until such time that a
comprehensive drainage analysis has been completed and a soil erosion and sediment
control plan has been completed (with an application to DEC made, as necessary).

The Applicant’s surveyor indicates his opinion that since only a single home is proposed,
no such restrictions are "called for".

Licensed in New York, New Jorsey and Pennsylvania
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TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR

PLANNING BOARD
REVIEW COMMENTS
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REVIEW NAME: RAKOWIEKI (PARK ROAD CONSTRUCTION) SUBDIVISION

PROJECT LOCATION: OFF ASHLEY COURT (BEAVER DAM LAKE AREA)
SECTION 57-BLOCK 1-LOT 88.2

PROJECT NUMBER: 94-21

DATE: 12 JULY 1995

I disagree with the Applicant’s surveyor in that no protection would exist between the
time this approval is granted and the time an application is made for a subsequent
subdivision, unless restrictions are established at this time. In as much as it is my
understanding that numerous complaints and problems have been noted adjoining this
subdivision and, further, it is my understanding that grading of Lot 1 would likely
exacerbate this situation, I reiterate my position that the restrictions are appropriate.

2. Other than the concern noted above, I am aware of no further outstanding issues with
regard to this subdivision application.

Should the Planning Board become aware of any additional concerns as a result of this
Public Hearing, or they believe further investigation is required of any previously
identified item, I will be pleased to review same, as deemed appropriate by the Planning
Board. '

A:RAKOW6.mk
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July 28, 1995

Honorable Nancy Calhoun,
Assemblywoman
2011 D Street
New Windsor, NY 12553

SUBJECT: -PLANNING BOARD MINUTES FOR
PUBLIC HEARING REGARDING RAKOWIECKI SUBDIVISION

Dear Assemblywoman Calhoun:

As per your request, please find enclosed a copy of the Planning
Board minutes dated 12 July, 1995 as they pertaln to the Public
Hearing for the Rakowiecki Subdivision located in the Town of New
Windsor.

If you require any further 1nformat10n, please feel free to
contact me at (914) 563-4615.

Very truly yours,

ZQQh%U W a0
Myfa L. Mason,
Secretary to the Plannlng Board

MLM
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REGULAR ITEMS:

RAKOWIECKI SUBDIVISION (94-21) STATION ROAD

Mr. Daniel YanoSh‘appeared before the board for this
proposal. -

MR. PETRO: Do we have a proxy in the folder for Mr.
Yanosh?

MS. MASON: Yes, we do.

MR. PETRO: This is a public hearing. What we’re going
to do first is the board is going to hear the
presentation, obviously you’ll be here to hear it also.
There won’t be any questions at that time. After the
board has reviewed it, I‘11 open it up to the public
and at that time, you can raise your hand, be
recognized, state your name and address for the
stenographer. We’ll go over this again when I open it
up. But for right now, the board is going to review
it, the public hearing is not open at this time.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Has the house been deleted that was
planned for the lot that you people are purchasing?

MR. YANOSH: This one up here?

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Yes.

MR. YANOSH: No, I can’t delete it.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: But you put on the plan note on the
plan that you will not build on the land.

MR. YANOSH: No, I haven’t done that.
MR. PETRO: Why don’t you make a presentation.

MR. YANOSH: Mrs. Frances Rakowiecki is the owner of
151 acre parcel of lands that front on Station Road
where her existing driveway comes into her barn. It
also fronts on Ashley Court and Finley Drive. The
proposal right now is for three lot residential
subdivision. Lot number 3, I’ll work backwards, lot
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number 3 is going to be fronting along Station Road,
single family house for that there. That is going to
have 18.892 acres of land. Mrs. Rakowiecki is going to
retain the ownership of the majority of the property,
97.12 acres, going to have an existing house and barn
and silo that is on there now and remaining 34.41 acres
off Ashley Court or Ridgeview or Finley will be sold,
subdivided and sold off. What we have to do, for
Planning Board purposes, we have to show a proposed
house for lot number 3 and show proposed house for lot
number one, we can’t file the map.

MR. PETRO: Would you address the board instead of the
public, please?

MR. YANOSH: We have to show that house on there for
the, in order to file the map to show yes, the lot is
buildable. The other question was whether we put a
note on here about the restricted uses of lot number
one, we discussed it at last month’s meeting.

MR. PETRO: Being what?
MR. YANOSH: No clearing and no building on that 1lot

until the other problems are actually, in Mecca Park
subdivision, have been cleared up. My client wishes

‘not to put that note on the plan. He feels it’s an

infringement on his rights. This is Mrs. Rakowiecki’s
subdivision, it has nothing to do with this subdivision
here that is being built.

MR. PETRO: When you say the other problems with the
other subdivision, what do you mean the other problems?

MR. YANOSH: There'’s some drainage problems along Mecca
or Park Road that goes up in through here and there’s
some problems about the drainage and some houses that
were built already.

MR. DUBALDI: How are the drainage problems going to
affect the site?

MR. YANOSH: This site has nothing to do with this site
here, is totally independent of this site. Our
driveway for this lot number one coming in off
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Ridgeview Road coming right here, put a house up here
on top, there’s plenty of distance. Any improvements
that are going to this, this house or this septic or
driveway will not affect anything of the Mecca Park
subdivision.

MR. PETRO: What we need to determine though, Dan, is
just because the map shows that it is not affecting
this, I want to see topo and drainage here. It looks
like some of the topo is going down towards Ashley
Court. So some of the drainage may have an affect on
that and we have to determine that. Mark, do you have
anymore studies done?

MR. EDSALL: We haven’t had anything new submitted.

MR. YANOSH: Again, you’re looking at one lot, one
house on 34 acres. Very difficult for me with the size
of this and the way it’s laid out we have roughly from
the edge of the septic to the property line 85 feet,
any lots here that came of Ridgeview or the other roads
down below, we have 300 feet, which is more than ample
room for anything else to not affect any type of
construction. Again, this is one single family home
that would have no adverse affect.

MR. PETRO: Basically, right now it’s going to be a
three lot subdivision, one lot of which was, there’s
already a house, there’s going to be two other 1lots
created of which should be plotted I see two other
homes. So it would be three homes on the entire 151
acre at this time. But your client is also, I would
assume, at some further point wants to subdivide the
remaining parcels.

MR. YANOSH: Correct.

MR. PETRO: We had asked that you not do that and put a
note on the map stating that there’d be no further
subdivision until other problems, other problems
including what you talked about, I think there is a few
others be cleared up. You stated earlier your client
does not wish to put that on the map or will not put
that on the map. Do you want to clarify that?
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'MR. YANOSH: We know that in order to get your approval
for any other subdivision of lot number one, we have to

come back to the board. We’ve got to go through all
the planning statements and answer all your questions
concerning the drainage and the wells and environmental
aspects and the wetlands area and things like this.
That all has to be addressed. We understand that. No
matter how we proceed on this lot number one for future
subdivision, it’s still got to come back to you. And
we understand that. Yes, we will not get an approval
for anything else done on this piece of property until
all the other drainage is addressed and everything is
taken care of. ‘

MR. PETRO: What’s the problem with putting a note on
the map so it clarifies it for everyone?

MR. YANOSH: The one note that you wanted he could not
do anything with this lot at all.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Correct, we don‘t want to add any
problems to the existing problems already there and I
explained it to you at the last meeting. And if that
is the way it’s going to be, you can leave the house on
there, you don’t get my vote.

MR. PETRO: The attorney would like to say one thing.

MR. YANOSH: The house has to stay on, I can‘t
subdivide it without putting a house.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: We want something that states you
will not build on the lot until the problems down below
on Ashley Court have been straightened out. That is
what I suggested to you last meeting.

MR. PETRO: You can plot the house but‘you don’t need
to build it.

MR. KRIEGER: Subsequent to the, following the last
meeting, some research and checking that I have done
with respect to the State Environmental Quality Review
Act indicates at least a strong possibility that in
view of the fact that this applicant has an announced
intention to further subdivide these parcels, that the
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SEQRA review that would attend such a subdivision must
be conducted before this subdivision, not after it. It

‘can’t be put off until some later application. Not if

he has indicated a clear desire to subdivide in the
future, it’s got to be looked at now before this, for

‘the approval, that has to do with drainage and traffic.

He’s indicated that he is going to further subdivide

lot one and considering SEQRA review in connection with

that subdivision at that time as differentiated from
this is something that is referred to as a segmentation
and it is a practice that is specifically prohibited by
the SEQRA regulations.

MR. PETRO: All the applicant would have to do is
change his mind and say he’s not going to further
subdivide the lot and he doesn’t need to do that
process.

MR. KRIEGER: Once doing that, he can’t then come in
and subdivide the 1lot, that subterfuge will not be
tolerated by a court so all those questions that you
are raising with respect to, particularly with respect
to drainage, what I am saying is my checking of the
SEQRA law indicates that under SEQRA, has to be
addressed now, it can’t be put off.

‘MR. PETRO: On the entire parcel or lot number one?

MR. KRIEGER: Any parcel that he intends to further
subdivide which would be if I understand what the
representation has been saying, would be one and two at
least that is part of this.

MR. PETRO: Do you have any comments?

MR. YANOSH: I’'m not up to date on the SEQRA law, I’m
not an attorney but my statement is the applicant and
the record owner is Frances Rakowiecki, Mrs. Rakowiecki
has not made any application to this board or made any
tape of statement saying she’s going to subdivide her
property, she intends to sell that property to somebody
else, two different applicants, two different people, I
don’t think would fall under that jurisdiction.

MR. KRIEGER: Since the town has liability in the event
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that that has been done, then I would say this, if the
applicant believes that the segmentation provisions of
SEQRA do not apply to him, then he should be prepared
to provide the town with adequate assurance to that
effect, since the penalties for disobeying the
segmentatlon ‘provisions are severe and they’1ll be
directed toward the town. So I am, I understand the
applicant is fine, as far as the applicant is
concerned.

MR. YANOSH: Like I say, this is a three 1lot
subdivision for Mrs. Rakowiecki. Again, I think we
talked about this at the last meeting about
segmentation, I guess from one person to another, Mrs.
Rakowiecki has the intent of just selling two lots, 1lot
one and lot number three. Lot three goes to a relative
of hers, that is what the subdivision is for. Again,
we have showed you that. The buyer of lot number one I’
should say has intended, we showed you up front what
wve--

MR. PETRO: Intended buyer being Mr. Biagini for 1lot
number one?

MR. YANOSH: Yes.

MR. KRIEGER: All I’'m doing is advising the board that
failure to look into these items now before this lot
subdivides exposes the town to potential liability and
let me put it this way, it doesn’t so far as I can see
other than use of the property necessarily expose
either this applicant or Mr. Biagini to liability, it
exposes the town to liability and I’m simply cautioning
the board before it is given final approval, caution
should be exercised in that area because of the
potential liability.

MR. PETRO: So we move forward or we don’t?

MR. KRIEGER: You can move forward to the extent of
having ‘a public hearing but I’m indicating that that
matter should be resolved prlor to any approval being

granted.

MR. PETRO: Whether there is going to be future
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SEQRA process at this time or later time, when the
application comes back, we need to determine that.

MR. KRIEGER: Correct and if the determination is made
however much in good faith it may be, if it’s made
wrong, then the town is exposed to liability in that
regard, no one else, the town, it’s the town’s
liability. And it could be considerable.

MR. PETRO: Gentlemen, you all heard that statement. I
also have fire approval on 6/14/95 and water approval
on 6/21/95. I want to get back to the topo lines
again. You’re telling me none of this property at all
is going down towards Ashley Court?

MR. YANOSH: It drains that way, the topo lines come
down that way but I‘m looking at a 300 foot area from
one to the other, which is quite a ways.

MR. PETRO: 300 feet out of 151 acres.

MR. YAHOSH: oOut of 34 and we have a whole site. Now
if I can guesstimate out of this chunk here, top of the
ridge to the top of the ridge here, a quarter of this
lot maybe, so maybe ten acres altogether right now
presently goes towards Ashley Court and Mecca Drive
naturally.

MR. LANDER: But it goes that way in a hurry.

MR. YAHOSH: 1It’s a natural runoff, just the way it is
today, yesterday, when it rained, natural drainage is
that way and the inclusion of one house and just a
grading for septic system and putting a driveway
through there we’re 300 feet away. We’re not building
condos, we’re not doing nothing. We’re talking one
house. I agree with your concerns later on, future
drainage we can discuss that then.

MR. PETRO: The ending of number one in your comments,
I disagree with the applicant’s surveyor in that no
protection would exist between the time this approval
is granted and the time an application is made for a
subsequent subdivision. Can you just expand on that a
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little bit or is that very similar to what--

MR. EDSALL: Well, it’s related to one of the items
that the board has been discussing. The board had
asked that grading and such be limited on lot one in
such time that a complete plan is submitted. My
concern is that if in fact this three lot subdivision
was approved, there’s no protection to prohibit them
from doing any grading that they may just desire to do
as a single lot.

MR. KRIEGER: Prior to submitting.

MR. EDSALL: Once they make an application to the town
for the subdivision, then the town would have control
over restricting grading or clearing of trees or
anything else up till the time they make a subsequent
application. We have got no control unless this board
as part of this application, established restrictions.
So I believe that if it’s a concern, the restrictions
should be placed on this subdivision which of course
can be lifted once they make a subsequent application.

MR. PETRO: That is once the new application is made up
until the, until that time what about if there’s no

application made at that time, he can go there with a

bulldozer, you have a house.
MR. EDSALL: At this point, they have an application.

MR. PETRO: He can withdraw the application, get a
bulldozer and do whatever he wants.

MR. EDSALL: I don’t know that once you make an
application you can do that.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Once you make--
MR. PETRO: Withdraw that application.

MR. EDSALL: That wéuld be an interesting case for the
judge to listen to."

MR. KRIEGER: I might, if I may, Mr. Chairman, also add
Mark’s concern is exactly why I believe the SEQRA law
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mandates full environmental review at this point for
precisely the point that he is bringing up. A person
owning this lot if it were to receive approval for a
one lot subdivision could do any grading that he wants
to before making a subsequent application. So, if you
have a SEQRA review and subsequent application as a
matter of fact your hands may be tied because they walk
in and say well, that is the way it is. And that is
where you start from. So the appropriate point to look
at that is now before any grading has been done, not
later after it is graded in the manner that he wishes
and then presents to the board.

MR. PETRO: No building of any kind or grading of any
kind on the lot.

MR. KRIEGER: So far the applicant whether that would

solve the problem, I’m not prepared to say one way or
the other, but my understanding so far the applicant
has refused to do that so it’s a moot guestion.

MR. YANOSH: You’‘re looking at if I put the house up
here at the top of the hill on the other side of the
ridge, there’s still-going to be a problem with it,
correct?

‘MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Correct.

MR. PETRO: I think the board feels that nothing should
be done on the lot at all, period. I don’t think
there’s any gray area, I think that is as plain as I
need to say it.

MR. YANOSH: Until when, what time?
MR. PETRO: Until what time?

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Until you come in with further
subdivision.

MR. YANOSH: Let’s say I find a buyer for 34 acres to
put a horse farm, am I stuck then? How can I legally
do that? Say sorry, you can’t put a house because the
planning board says I got to--I can’t do nothing.
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MR. VAN LEEUWEN: We all know that is not your
intention, let’s face facts, you gave us a general idea
what this is going to look like. We know what the
future plans of this is going to be and I’m sure that
you are not going to sell this for a horse farm because
you won’t get your money out of it. That is no problem
with me, as far as I’m concerned, my problem is Ashley
Court and these houses down below, that they are
protected for the time being. I don’t want to see any
building, this land disturbed until you come in with a
bonafied application and we’ll take it from there.

MR. YANOSH: If I was to come off Finley Drive and put
my house in this section over here which isn’t even
close to drainage.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: You can put the house on the moon, I
won’t change my mind.

MR. YANOSH: You’re looking at protecting this.
MR. VANLEEUWEN: Cause I know what happens, first thing

you see driveways you see building up there then water
runs down the driveway on to the street.

MR. STENT: The problem he’s facing is you can get in

there with the one house and keep clearing land and
land and land without any restrictions applying.

MR. YANOSH: Then again, it’s a restriction if he does
want to build, let’s say it does happen, you can’t bind
a man on that restriction.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: If he does want to put a horse farm

there come in and see us and talk to us, we have no
problem. :

MR. PETRO: Let me ask you this, what if, and I‘1l1l
address this to Mark and Andrew also, if this
application got far enough along where it was about to
receive final approval for the three lot subdivision,
what if at the time it was granted that a new
application was made for a further subdivision,
therefore opening up an application before the board
and by law, you couldn’t do a thing on the property.
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MR. YANOSH: I can discuss that, sure.

MR. PETRO: It would coincide with the other
application being closed out.

MR. BABCOCK: This way we’re not without an
application.

MR. PETRO: But I want to make it clear to the
applicant and this man here that by no means is that
inferred that the board is going to welcome or go along
with any new subdivision with open arms. We’ll review
it in our full capacity.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Just too many problems in that other
subdivision.

MR. PETRO: Does everybody know what I just said?
There will always be an open application.

MR. YANOSH: Again, I can’t speak, again, we have to
talk to our counsel, you have counsel here today.

MR. PETRO: We’ll address that again but that is just

one item, we also have Henry’s idea that a note be put

down that nothing be done to the lot whatsoever.

MR. EDSALL: Before you do that, maybe a couple points
toe clarify might help the board and some of the people
that are here. Some people may not know, I’m sure many
do, that there’s the litigation that is ongoing and in
discussions with the supervisor today, he wanted me to
make it clear that in fact the reason why the town is
pressing the issue is that they attempted to work some
agreements out to resolve the problems and obviously,
it was unable to be resolved, other than moving forward
with the litigation. Second issue relative to concerns
regarding wells, the board had indicated that our
review does not include sanitary and wells for major
subdivisions. If in fact lot one is further subdivided
and in a future application and it’s a major
subdivision under the state realty law, Orange County
Health Department reviews that. The health department
obviously will look at sanitary and wells and the
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supervisor and I’m sure in cooperation with this board
is very willing to send on the concerns regarding well
capacities, wells that have failed so that the health

department is aware of that when they initiate any

reviews. So it’s not that the town is avoiding the
issue. We don’t have the jurisdiction. We technically
by law are not the people reviewing it. But we will in

fact pass on the concerns and anyone who has any
specific problems with wells, data about redrilling
wells, well failures, that information should come to
the town as part of any subsequent application. So
we’re aware of it and we can possibly package it and
ship it off to the health department maybe that will
help.

MR. PETRO: Through the supervisor’s office.

MR. EDSALL: That might help educate the health
department on a specifically problems.

MR. PETRO: Thank you for addressing the wells. At
this time, I’'m going to open up the public hearing.
Would you please raise your hand, I will recognize you,
state your name and address for the stenographer. On
June 26, 1995, 26 addressed envelopes containing

.attached notice of public hearing with the certified

list provided by the assessor regarding the above
application was sent out. Signed 26th of June, 1995 by
Deborah Green, notary public. Is there anyone here
that would like to speak?

MR. VINCENT ARANEO: 15 Ridgeview Road, Salisbury
Mills. I have before you, and this is just a tip of
the iceberg, a petition and if you will just bear with
me a second, I’d like to read two pages of it, very
brief. This has been signed by approximately 150
residents so far we still have more coming in of the
Beaver Dam Lake area and it reads we the undersigned
who reside in the Beaver Dam Lake area protest the
irresponsible and out of control exploitation of our
natural resources and way of life. It is our firm
belief that the proposed subdivision of the lands of
Frances J. Rakowiecki will create a tremendous strain
on our environment, especially our water and adversely
change the character of our community. This has been
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signed by approximately 150 residents. And I have a

‘cover letter addressed to the Planning Board of the

Town of New Windsor, requesting the following. - Number
one, as Mr. Krieger had so dutifully stated, the SEQRA,
I don’t know the legal term of what it is and what it
involves, we also want a positive declaration, we want
to make sure our area stays nice the way we want it to
stay and not be created into a jungle like this
proposed subdivision will do. We also want to a
traffic study done of all the roads in Beaver Dam.
Right now, the roads are just what the flow of traffic
that we have now, the roads are unsafe. We have had
almost near fatalities just on Mecca Drive alone and
with the increase in the subdivision that we all know
is going to come about because it’s a matter of public
record that we have it right here because it’s in the
planning office of a 37 home subdivision, the roads
cannot take the increased amount of traffic and people.
We also need a DEIS, a draft environmental study. We
feel that this project will have a negative affect on
our community and the environment, which is why we’d
like to see all these tests done, a complete
environmental impact statement and drainage study is
essential. Also we - would request that no approvals go
through without all these studies being done and

completed and ask that you send copies of these studies

to the following addresses on the petition so that
copies can be made and looked at by the people in our
community. And it’s signed by the members of the
Beaver Dam community. We’d like to address this to
you. We’d like to see all these things done before any
kind of land development is done. And you have a lot
of outraged people out here just going around getting
petitions signed, people running out of water, and this
is just since the Mecca Drive subdivision has gone in,
people running out of water, wells running dry. People
have to get everything redrilled, I’m sorry, we can’t
live like this. We’re entitled as individuals to have
water. We’re entitled to have sewer, which we do have,
it’s a way of life we can’t do without it. If the
subdivision is in, you’re talking enormous burden on
everybody in this room as far as getting wells redone
and if the subdivision is this big, I think that the
town should look into having community water. I’d like
to give you this petition. ‘
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MR. PETRO: One thing and everybody in the room should
realize also which I think you certainly do, that I'm
not quite sure that this is the correct meeting for
this particular outcry, only because this is a three
lot subdivision. I know you’re trying to head it off
at the pass, you’re very concerned and if we down the
road come to a major subd1v1510n, ‘obviously these are
concerns that w111 be looked at, not just because your
letter is asking us to. These are things that are
normally done through planning board process and
because you’re concerned. But there’s no, this
particular application only is to divide the 151 acres
into two more parcels. There’s already one, we'’re
going to add two more, that is what they are requesting
to do. Does everyone understand that? We’re not
agreeing or looking at any subdivision whatsoever, we
don’t even want him to put one house there so 37 we’re
not even in the ballpark. I just wanted to make that
clear. The second thing I want to bring up and I say
this pretty much at every public hearing, usually not
what everyone wants to hear, but I am a resident of the
town myself, that if any one of you in the room came in
and had a parcel of property and wanted to build a-
house on it or it was legally able to. be subdivided and

put two houses or three houses, you met all the

criteria and the codes, we’re compelled to go through
the normal process and the correct process but you have
a right to do so. We understand there may be a problen
with wells, Mr. Edsall mentioned that the health
department will look at it. But everyone has a right
to develop their property. I know you say the roads
and you have other problems but these people have been
paying taxes on this property also, Mrs. Rakowiecki
owned it for 50 or 60 years, I don’t know how long, I’m
just picking a number but they do have a right the same
as you have a right to build on their property. As
long as it’s in the proper manner that is set forth by
this board and a lot of times and: everyone, I say this
all the time, the plannlng board does not say yes or no
but how. So keep that in mind when you’re addressing
us and you want us to take an action that the applicant
has a certain right, the same as the people in this
room and myself.
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MR. STEVEN SEGRETI: My name is Steven Segreti, I live
at 7 Forest Lane and I have a question as to the
statement you made before you opened the floor. You
said that the application that we’re talking about
would be approved if it was approved as long as there
was another application filed at the same time, which

"would eliminate anything from happenlng to the land

until the second application.

MR. PETRO: That is ‘an idea. I don’t know whether it'’s
good or bad, just something I threw out.

MR. SEGRETI: In that scenario, if the second
application was declined or refused, would the first
application have to go ahead with that, would they be
able to put that house?

MR. PETRO: I didn’t think that far ahead so maybe my
idea is invalid, just an idea I threw out to try and
move the thing along. That is a very good point, if it
is declined, what would happen to the first?

MR. SEGRETI: Would they be able to put the house and
make the driveway?

MR. PETRO: Maybe that is why Mr. Van Leeuwen’s

‘'suggestion is better that there be a note on the plan

then the applicant is going to ask for how long so we’d
have to iron this out. I think we’re basically in the
same understanding that we really don’t want anything
to happen with that property until we get some of the
other problems resolved. The manner in how we’re going
to accomplish that is unclear to me at this time.

MR. ROBERT WITT: Robert wWitt, W-I-T-T, 7 Hillcrest
Drive, Salisbury Mills. When you, Mr. Yanosh, was
talking, he was discussing that corner property up
there and talking about putting a house on there, how
is he getting into that property?

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Off Ashley Court.

MR. BABCOCK: There’s Ridgeview, going in from
Ridgeview Road, that is what he is proposing.
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MR. WITT: He proposes to put a driveway but there’s no
driveway there, there’s no access there.

MR. BABCOCK: No, there’s no access.

MR. WITT: His access is on Station Road, unless he
gets permission to come over on our roads, once he puts
a house there and gets it connected over there then
he’s got the whole acreage open onto our roads but
right now, nothing is over there.

MR. YANOSH: I think what he is saying Ridgeview Road
does abut our property. The end of Ridgeview Road
abuts our property along with the end of Finley Drive,
both of those roads end right at Mrs. Rakowiecki’s
property line so we do have road frontage on Finley
Drive and Ridgeview Road so Mrs. Rakowiecki can walk up
Ridgeview Road and walk right onto her property without
trespassing on anybody else’s property.

MR. DUBALDI: Are those private or town roads?
MR. YANOSH: Town roads.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: They have been taken over by the
town?

MR. BABCOCK: Yes.

MR. YANOSH: Town roads so also with Finley Drive also
the end of the road town owns right now borders on Mrs.
Rakowiecki’s property. That is why we propose a
driveway to come over Ridgeview. Originally, we had a
driveway off Ashley. We revised that to revise the
drainage, it’s a small driveway coming off.

MR. PETRO: I think you have answered that.

MR. PHILIP LACAZIO (PHONETIC): Phillip Lacazio,
Salisbury Mills. What you’re saying about if somebody
comes in with a parcel and they bring everything in
front of the board that is legitimate, there’s no
reason they shouldn’t be turned down? Mr. Biagini has
been brought up on numerous amount of charges, many
numerous amounts of years. So right then and there
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nobody’s a fool, we all understand that things happen.
And with Ashley Court, his daughter lives on top of
that hill, so if they got to get the okay on this side
or this side, she owns the property. They are going to
get it. There’s no way we have anything to say on
this, do we?

. MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Sir, can I answer that a minute?

That is the reason why for the time being, on this
three lot subdivision, we don’t want anything done on
lot number one, no houses, no bulldozing, no clearing
of the land. We want it exactly the way it is until we
get the problem solved on Ashley Court, Ridgeview, that
whole area.

MR. LACAZIO: I understand that there was also a stop
work order put on Park Road which the Mecca Park
development he’s still working there every day so
explain that.

MR. PETRO: MIke, you can address that.

MR. BABCOCK: Stop work order is not on the complete
project, it’s only on one house.

‘MR. LACAZIO: He’s working on that house.

MR. BABCOCK: I’'m not aware of that.
MR. PETRO: Building inspector will be there.

MR. LACAZIO: I live right there, I’m telling you
what’s going on.

MR. PETRO: I think everyone again I want to, I’1ll keep
putting my two cents in as we go along here, that three
lot subdivision actually I say two new lots, there’s
already one existing on 151 acres, normally isn’t a
very complicated, hard process. And we’re really
taking a hard look at this, which is obviously in front
of you tonight because there are ongoing problems and
there’s been problems and that is the reason that you
see what’s going on so we’re not just saying well, it’s
a three lot subdivision and we’re going to fly through
this. We'’re taking a very good look at it.



July 12, 1995 . 24

MR. BILL FEUERBACH: My name is Bill Feuerbach, I live
at 8 Finley Drive. My property abuts against this
section one here. I would like to research a technical
problem and would like the board to advise me how I
might be able to do that. I live on what’s called the
Finley subdivision and that town road, well that 50
foot right-of-way theoretically was given to the Town
of New Windsor as a road sometime back in the second or
third quarter of 1972. What I would like to know is
whether Mr. Finley put any restrictions on the use of
that road because it as cul-de-sac, that in fact that
cul-de-sac may not be opened and I wonder whether those

‘records are in Goshen or New Windsor or where I might

be able to find them or has this board addressed that?

MR. KRIEGER: Well, I think if I were in your shoes,
the first thing I’d do is look at my own deed to see.

MR. FEUERBACH: It’s not on there.

MR. KRIEGER: I didn’t say it was the last thing I’d
do. It’s the first thing I‘d do. The existence of
restrictive, what we call restrictive covenants in .
deeds, restrictive covenants in deeds and you would

‘have to then after looking in your own, find the deeds

of the other owners that abut Finley Drive. To do
that, you’d have to obtain the deeds or at least be
able to look at them and in the records of Orange
County Clerk, all deeds become public record when they
are filed and almost all deeds are filed so I have a
strong feeling that you would find in the records of
the Orange County Clerk those other deeds. That would
enable you to look and see if there was a restriction
that is the first part of your problem. Second part of
your problem is whether or not when this became a
public road as I’m told it did. I have no personal
knowledge of that, but I’m told it became a public
road, whether that obviated any of those restrictions,
you don’t find any restrictions. There’s nothing to
obviate. If you do, then the question becomes whether
it was obviated and ‘actually in connection with the
first question, if you find a restriction in some of
the deeds, but not all of the deeds, then that becomes
a legal question as to the effect as to its binding
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- effect and the resolution of that question will depend
on the facts as you determine them to be. And it would
have to be an educated estimate of what a court would
do if it were submitted to a court, it not having been

submitted to a court, such a conclusion would be
academic. But that is how you would start.

MR. LANDER: Would the town take over or take over that
.road if there was a restriction on it?

MR. KRIEGER: Probably not. I can’t testify as to what
was actually done. But according to the custom and
usage, probably not.

MR. YANOSH: The only point that I would bring up is
the filed maps for the Finley Road subdivision and
Ridgeview Road and I know Ashley Court and Mecca Drive
subdivision, I know it’s planning, I know they made the
applicant extend Ashley Court and leave a right-of-way
to get into this property. I think it’s a good
Planning standpoint. I know Mark can back me up,
whenever you do a subdivision, you can never make a
connector road to another piece of property in order to
make it expand. 1It’s better off, you’re going to be if
you pull a copy, I have got a copy in my office of the
Finley Drive subdivision, look at the filed map and if
‘'you went through the records that Finley Drive
subdivision was approved probably minutes on file that
says the planning board at that time wanted to make
that a stub street to make sure if somebody wanted to
develop this, bring a road maybe all the way to Station
Road when we proposed this subdivision here on my plan,
if anybody looked at it, we left a stub road coming
this way, hopefully to relieve traffic from a planning
standpoint, that they would, if you can extend your
road to the end of the property from a planning
standpoint, you can do that.

MR. PETRO: Someone else want to speak on a different
item?

MR. ARANEO: With the track record of Mr. Biagini and I
know we don’‘t really have to go into how many times
he’s been cited, et cetera, not only building code wise
but environmentally wise, with the Mecca subdivision,
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and breaking the dam that was on the Mecca property, et
cetera, and just getting a slap on the wrist, but there
are many, many items that haven‘t been addressed in
Mecca Park yet. First of them being and it came out in
the minutes of the board that they were supposed to
pave Mecca Drive, the old portion, not the subdivision
portion of it, he was supposed to pave that before he
even did the subdivision at Mecca Park. But the road
still is not paved to this day.

MR. PETRO: Mike, is the road bonded, is that why it
wasn’t done?

MR. BABCOCK: If you are familiar with Mecca Drive, it
goes in, it was a dead-end cul-de-sac and he extended
it. This gentleman is saying is the existing town road
is what Mr. Biagini was supposed to pave.

MR. ARANEO: That is correct.
MR. BABCOCK: I’m not familiar with that. I know that
there was some talk about Park Road, bringing Park Road

up to some standards.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: We have to go look back at the

approval.

MR. PETRO: Gentlemen?

MR. ARANEO: My question being with his track record as
it is, why in the world is the town continually letting
him build?

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: We can’‘t stop hin.

MR. PETRO: Number one, we’re not approving any
building tonight at all. I mean, we’re not even
looking at it. We have to talk about this particular
application. Also, I know you’re bringing up the other
Mecca Drive subdivision because I guess it relates to
this and I understand that it does, but I want to, we
have to keep our focus that this here application is by
Mrs. Rakowiecki, all right, you follow what I am
saying? This has--Mr. Biagini hasn’t made this
subdivision.
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MR. ARANEO: I wouldn’t care, it could be by me, but
you have a builder that doesn’t give a hoot about
anything but himself and what goes into his pocket. He
doesn’t care about me. He doesn’t care about you and
he doesn’t care about anybody on the board. He will
put up whatever he wants to and he will take a fine on
his wrist, just to get whatever he wants and we’re sick
of it.

MR. PETRO: I don’t know whether--~

MR. ARANEO: Have you been down to the Mecca Drive
subdivision? ‘

MR. PETRO: Yes. He has litigation against him at this
time so to me, that doesn’t mean he’s getting what he
wants.

MR. ARANEO: Have you looked at the Mecca Drive
subdivision? Isn’t that a horror? That is a sore in
anybody’s eye and as the planning board, I think you
should be ashamed to even approve anything.

MR. PETRO: I have been down there.

‘MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Sir, all we can do is sit here and
you said we should be ashamed but all our rights are
here to do is look at the map, approve what’s on the
map. We have nothing to do with what happens
afterward. But let me say one thing to you. I’m glad
you brought it up. We’re going to have it researched,
if he’s supposed to finish that road, believe me when I
tell you, it will get done, one way or another. But if
people, the people do not bring it up to us, the
building inspector can’t know everything, the engineer
can’t know everything because it’s a large town and we
can’t know everything but if people bring it up to us,
we can do something about it. We don’t know what’s
going on. We have no idea. We’re going to check it
out and as a board, we’ll go down and visit the site,
we’ll take a look at it. And believe me, if it’s the
way you say it is, don’t worry, it will get done.

~ MS. JANET RAKOWIECKI: I live at Station Road,



Salisbury Mills. 1I’d like to know if there’s any other
builder involved in this three lot subdivision, if
they’d have to go through the same amount of crap that
is going on here tonight? Why should Mrs. Rakowiecki
have to go through this. This is 151 acre farm you’re
talking one parcel, the other two remaining parcels are
going to be, going to remain in the hands of a relative
of hers. Why does she have to take 37 acres and go
through all this? Any other builder that had 37 acre
parcel of land, would they have to go through the same
thing she’s going to go through? Is it just because of
Mr. Biagini? Unfortunately, he has done something to
these people that is not nice and they are outraged
about it and we can understand that. But why should it
be taken out on a 70 year old woman who’s living on
social security and cannot afford to pay the taxes?
Does anybody else but Ed Biagini, would they have to go
through the same thing?
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MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Yes, ma’an.
MR. PETRO: I’m going to let the attorney--I can close
the public hearing at any time, so let’s keep that in

mind.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: The reason is that the problems are

‘below that piece of property.

MR. KRIEGER: Unfortunately, the world in which we 1live
in in 1995 is a far more complex one than the one we
lived in just a few years ago. There are legal
requirements imposed on this board, not by this board,
not by the Town Board, but by the state which any
applicant has to comply which just a few years ago,
they didn’t have to comply with, these aren’t things
that are created by the planning board, but these are
things that are handed to them by the state and they
are required by state mandate to adhere to them. So
the guestions that are being asked with respect to this
and with respect to future development which you heard
me speak sometime ago about, it isn’t a question of
whether it ought to be that way, it isn’t a question of
whether a particular application is fair or not and I’m
taking no position on that question. All I’m saying is
that is not the pertinent question. The question that
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this, or the task that this board faces is to comply
with the law of the state in its infinite wisdom has
handed to it, it has no choice and the fact that it has
to go through these concerns is something that it would
be required of it, whether a majority of the members or
any of the members wanted to . or not. They have no
choice. 1It’s state law.

MR. RICHARD FREED: My name is Richard Freed, I live at
17 Ridgeview Road in Salisbury Mills and basically, as
I under see this right here and right now, this map
right now at this meeting tonight is going no where, am
I right? -

MR. PETRO: We don’t know that, sir.

MR. FREED: At the present time, in other words, so
this map is still open to discussion?

MR. PETRO: Absolutely.
MR. KRIEGER: This is the application.
MS. DINA CAVAZZA: Dina Cavazza, I live at 4 Finley

Drive and that lot number one if it is cleared, there’s
a lot of land back there, all the trees once they do

‘that, the construction that they eventually will do

where is all that drainage going to go? And there’s a
lot of wetlands back there, what’s going to happen in
there?

MR. PETRO: That would be further reviewed, extremely
reviewed under the next process once that land is
subdivided. At this time, the land is not being
subdivided. That parcel which you’re calling lot
number one is not being subdivided.

MS. CAVAZZA: But if they clear all the land in lot
number one, what’s going to happen to the drainage when
all the trees are gone?

MR. PETRO: Well, we’re, that is what we’re trying to
avoid is any clearing or any construction on that lot
at this time until we have further reviewed the studies
and litigation is over. '
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MS. CAVAZZA: It’s just a real concern to me.

MR. PETRO: It’s a concern to the board, that is why
‘we’re doing this whole process, that is why we’re
rev1ew1ng it.

MS. CAVAZZ2A: I’m also concerned because I have two
small children that play on that road with me and that
is a cul-de-sac and I don’t think that a cul-de-sac
should be destroyed when there’s a great entryway
through Station Road. Why they go through two other
roads when the bulk of the property is from Station
Road, they are entering this, this land starts on

- Station Road, why doesn’t it begin on Station Road?
Why do they have to take away two cul-de-sacs? Why
can’t they go through Station Road?

MR. PETRO: Again, once again, in the future
development of the property and there was a traffic
study done, we would review that and the best case
scenario would prevail, unfortunately, Finely Drive is
a town road, it seems to be a town road and if it could
be utilized and needed to be utilized, it could be. We
couldn’t preserve a cul-de-sac there for ever, if it is
a town road, it can be opened up.

MR. STEVEN SEGRETI: I live at 7 Forest Lane and if I
understand what you have been saying, I’d like to cut
to the chase. Mr. Van Leeuwen said it before, this
gentleman said that the two separate things, the Mecca
Park and this, that sounds fine but topographically as
it was brought out one quarter of this whole area
drains towards that direction. Now, that being stated
the application that is before the board as Mr. Van
Leeuwen said should not go forward, it was brought up
at the last meeting, it should not go forward as it
stands because anything could be done with that parcel
of land that drains in the direction.

' MR. PETRO: We'relaWare of that and that is the reason.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: That is the reason we don't want any
building going on there. :
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MR. PETRO: Your quéstion is why are we doing anything
about it at all?

MR. SEGRETI: Why hasn’t what you asked him to present
been presented?

MR. PETRO: We were just told tonight that it was not
going to be so we’re learning of it at the same time
you did.

MR. SEGRETI: Shouldn’t the meeting then be postponed
until he reapplies? '

MR. PETRO: He may have a right that he may not have to
do that, that is what I want to find out.

MR. KRIEGER: From a procedural point of view, you and
everybody here should understand the public hearing is
not the last step in this process, it’s not. This is
going to conclude and the board isn’t going to vote at
this point to do anything. It is far from the last
step in this process. It is going to be reviewed and
probably more than once if the experience is any

. teacher by the planning board before any approvals are

granted. So the fact that as the chairman has
indicated to you expectations of the board changed,

‘they’11 have, it will have ample opportunity to take

those changed expectations into account in its future
review.

MR. PETRO: Also, I want to clear up, I said earlier
that Mrs. Rakowiecki was the applicant. She’s not.
Park Road Construction is the applicant. Mrs.
Rakowiecki is the owner.

MR. PAUL CAVAZZA: I live at 4 Finley Drive. The
question here tonight is to subdivide it into three
parcels, is that right?

MR. PETRO: Right.
MR. CAVAZZA: Once you subdivide it into three

parcels, will parcel number one have access to Lake
Road or what’s the main road?
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MR. BABCOCK: Station.
MR. VAN LEEUWEN: No.

MR. CAVAZZA: That is the whole question the people
have once you subdivide it into sections, then she
decides to sell that section number one, they have no
choice but going through Finley, Mecca Drive and
Ridgeview, the whole gquestion is we don’t want the
three roads opened up because our roads can’t handle
it. And if you grant the three parcels, you people
have no choice but to let them up open up that road
that is what we’re fighting, not development.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: 1It’s a point well taken.

MR. PETRO: This fella?

MR. ARANEO: Frances Rakowiecki is sitting up here in
the front and I think I can speak for everyone Frances,

this has nothing to do with anything against you,
personally.

"MRS. .RAKOWIECKI: That is the way I feel, I’m sorry.

MR. ARANEO: Please don’t feel that way.

MRS. RAKOWIECKI: You were at my house before, too.

MR. ARANEO: Yes. Frances, this is about everybody in
the community running out of water every time they
build in our area. Mecca Drive is as you know comes
right up to your property.

MRS. RAKOWIECKI: What am I supposed to do?

MR. ARANEO: We’re not talking--

MR. PETRO: You have to address the boarad.

MR. ARANEO: Second of all, somebody just handed me a
piece of paper, I‘m'going to give you a couple of
things at once because I know you don’t want to call on

me again. We feel that any application for Mr. Biagini
should not be even be entertained at all until all his
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violations have been fixed at Mecca Drive.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: This is not an application for Mr.
Biagini. This is an application for Mrs. Rakowiecki.

MR. PETRO: Park Road is the applicant.

MR. ARANEO: By cutting in the roads off Ridgeview and
Finley and every other -place, we have Beaver Dam Lake
Association, we pay a lot of taxes and we have spent a
lot of money cleaning up our lake. All the drainage
that is going to be, all the havoc of the drainage from
clearing that property is going to go right into the
lake. So all the money we have spent, we might have
just thrown it right out the window. Also, it is our
understanding that the stone wall on the Rakowiecki
property is the natural boundary for lake rights. Now,
how do you suppose we’re supposed to stop people in
this development who don’t have lake rights coming in
to use our lake? The only way to do it is to get on
the phone to call the police. That is our concerns and
I think this is something that the board should look

at.

MR. PETRO: Why don’t you touch on that with the topo.
I think what this fellow is talking about is a good

-idea.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Mr. Yanosh, how come we only have
topo on basically on the 31 acres but we don’t have it
on the rest of the parcel? Okay, I’1l1l tell you what
our reasoning is for this. In order to relieve some of
the problems that we have in Beaver Dam Lake is there a
possibility that we can wind up with an entrance on
Station Road? What’s the topo there?

MR. YANOSH: This is, it’s the distance from here up to
here. This is all fields Mrs. Rakowiecki now farms.
This is the farming area that she uses right now for
her fields, corn and hay fields. The deal was we’re
purchasing just the wooded area, this all now is her
farm lands. She wanted to keep that as farm land and
we were going to buy this as wooded area, put a
development in and we have the accesses now, the
planning board, if not this board, previous boards
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before have granted this one and that one and this one
into our property. :

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: We didn’t cause the problem in that
area. We didn‘t do that.

MR. YANOSH: We’re not discussing that, please.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: That is the problem here, that is the
problem with this whole thing, let’s lay the cards
right on the table. The problem is the drainage and
everything else that is going on in this section of the
property. That is what causes Mrs. Rakowiecki the
problem. Let’s lay the cards on the table. That is
what’s causing these people the problems. What we’re
trying to do is help Mrs. Rakowiecki and work this
thing out in a proper manner. You have a problem
giving Mr. Biagini a 50 foot right-of-way so he can
build a road -over to Station Road.

MRS. RAKOWIECKI: He’s not building there, he’s
building in back of my farm. It’s the back. It’s my
wooded area.

MR. YANOSH: It’s never been looked at.

‘'MR. PETRO: Listen, let’s drop that subject. We’ll

deal with that with the applicant.

MS. JANET RAKOWIECKI: A lady back here said about
drainage and everything, if I didn’t sell this land to
Ed Biagini, what if I got a lumberjack in there, went
in and cut all the trees down for lumber.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: You could do that.

MS. RAKOWIECKI: I could put hay in. Are they going to
come and stop me cause I am cutting the trees down,
does it make any sense? 1It’s the same thing.

MR. PETRO: We understand that is one scenario, that is
one on the list. We understand that. 1Is there any
other subject, not to be redundant on anything that we
have not heard that someone would like to speak?



July 12, !!95 ~ 35

MS. CAROL REYNOLDS: I live at 13 Birchwood, corner of
Finley. Earlier, the gentleman stated that he was
going to build houses with their frontage to Station
Road.

MR. YANOSH: One house.

MS. REYNOLDS: Earlier, you said you were going to
build other houses there with the frontage to Station
Road.

MR. PETRO: Just that one.

MS. REYNOLDS: Are you saying that you have absolutely
no-—-

MR. PETRO: I’11 answer the question for you. There’s
supposed to be one home on that road, you cannot
subdivide a parcel without showing one home.

MS. CAVAZZA: Well, then are his future plans going to
have any houses along Station Road?

MR. YANOSH: No.

MS. CAVAZZA: Never ever in the future are you going to
‘'have houses on Station Road?

MR. YANOSH: I can’t say that. Nobody can say that.

MR. PETRO: Break the property up into one acre lots
and that is R-3.

MR. BABCOCK: Yes.

MR. PETRO: So, it would be one acre lot, if you had a
five acre parcel after you take out for infrastructure,
the remaining lands what have you would support, you’d
have to have 43,000 feet you can’t tell someone again
as I mentioned earlier that you cannot subdivide your
property or you cannot build on it, if it doesn’t meet
.all the requirements.

MS. CAVAZZA: But the gentleman is stating that he
‘'wants to, started his development coming through our
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cul-de-sacs there and we would like our cul-de-sacs the
way they are. If he is going to build, I don’t know if
I am so opposed to building as long as the wells are
checked into, the water, the sewers and everything is

~above board and it looks like it’s going to be okay.

But why can’t he just begin his building from Station
Road work that way and leave the Beaver Dam community
untouched, why can’t they just not break our
cul-de-sacs and leave this development on its own with
access only to Station Road.

MR. PETRO: We're going to look at Station Road access
but Mrs. Rakowiecki already said that she’s not willing
to give up the property on that portion. Do you not
own the cul-de-sac of does the Town of New Windsor own
it or the dead-~end roads, I should say.

MR. FRANK SUTTON: I live in Beaver Dam. -What you’re
talking about here is you’re going to empty 30 or some
odd houses with access to Lake Road which is an
inadequate road as it is. We have had several
accidents, I have lost a wife and subsequently a child
at the intersection of 94 and that road. We have lost
a lot of kids on that road. ~There should be an access
to that property in my view on Station Road holding
everybody here accountable for it, including the people

‘'selling it and the people buying it, that is my view on

it.
MR. PETRO: We’re going to look into that.
MR. SUTTON: I hope you do.

MR. MARK MC EWEN: I live on 40 Valley Drive. Frank
has very legitimate points here about the other thing,
we have all been concerned about our matter on the
drainage and that is not going to make a hill of beans
whether it comes in from Station Road or not I’m still
going to run dry, doesn’t matter, we‘re still going to
have the problem no matter where it comes fron.

MR. PETRO: 1Is there anyone else?

MR. ROBERT D’JOVIN: 7 Ridgeview Road. One way to
address that situation is to a hydrogeological survey
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of that particular area, he‘wants to develop it, will

tell you if the water table can take additional
development, we would that to be you instituted.

MR. PETRO: Mark Edsall, the planning board engineer,
had put that into the minutes earlier that the Board of
Health is going to take a look at this and if anyone in
the room would like to supply the supervisor with some
information that would help him further along your
concerns to the Orange County Board of Health, that
he’d be glad to do that. If that is one of your
suggestions, put it in the form of a letter and address
it to the Orange County Board of Health and copy of it
to the supervisor.

MR. BABCOCK: If they were to send a letter to the
Board of Health at this point in time, they won’t know
what to do with it.

MR. PETRO: When the applidation is moved along at that
point, not now.

MR. BABCOCK: They don’t have an application out there
so they won’t know what you were talking about, if you
sent them a letter today. '

‘'MS. JANINE RHEIN: Ridgeview Road. I said I am one of

the unfortunate people who have no water two weeks now.
I had a brand new house, we built it, it’s not like I
have a 20 year old well, its no coincidence that my
neighbors and myself are dry right across the street
from each other. You’re telling me I contact the mayor
and give him all the information?

MR. PETRO: Any information that he can further along
to the Board of Health, that would help your cause and
explain to them of the water problem. The planning
board, again we said this earlier, has no jurisdiction
to do anything about the water, the wells, everyone has
a right to drill a well, everyone. And as we all know,
as we say that this comes up that you can drill a well
ten feet apart and -one can produce a lot more than the
next so I don’t know this fella’s idea of
highdro-testing would be a good idea and give you some
indication what is in the ground.
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MS. RHEIN: 1It’s just a serious situation. Three
people within a block of each other. There’s going to
be many other people in the same situation, thousands
of dollars.

MR. PETRO: The supervisor has put some time into this
contacting the Orange County Board of Health and he
welcomes any input that could come from any of the
people here.

MR. ROBERT D’JOVIN: One other question. What’s the
possibility or probability of the Town of New Windsor
extending the water district to our area?

MR. PETRO: You have to approach the town board with
that we have absolutely no jurisdiction over that at
all.

MR. D/JOVIN: Not that I am encouraging it but--

MR. DUBALDI: We have no jurisdiction over that.

MR. D’JOVIN: My question is what’s the master plan for
New Windsor for our area?

‘'MR. PETRO: I don’t believe there is a master plan at

this time to bring water to any other part.

MR. D’JOVIN: There is a master plan for New Windsor,
just not for our area.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: There is, that doesn’t have anything
to do with a master plan. Normally, how water district
and sewer districts are formed is the people get
together, they get petitions, they go to the town board
and ask the town board to look into the possibility of
bringing town water out to you people, if they get
enough signatures, enough people willing to support it,
they can put it on the public referendum which takes
about six months to a year and like we have the water
capacity. There’s no problem with the water capacity.

MR. PETRO: You’d run into a little resistance on
people who won’t want to pay 30, 40, $50 water bills.
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This lady in the back?

MR. D’JOVIN: 1I’m bringing it up as an issue, you know.
Janine has run out of water and has to drill, these
people have run out of water.

MR. PETRO: That is the procedure you have to petition
the town board. I’m going to take a few more
gquestions, diversify them because I‘m going to close
the public hearing.

MR. FRANK BROWN: I’'m Frank Brown. I don’t live in New
Windsor, although my address is New Windsor. I live in
Cornwall. I can see New Windsor from my house. I'm a
neighbor of Mr. Babcock. All right, you say that as
far as wells is concerned, it has to go through the
Board of Health?

MR. PETRO: Not through it.

MR. BROWN: Why even talk about something like this
until that is taken care of, the well, the water level
has dropped about a hundred feet in our area and that
is both sides of the lake. There’s houses and houses
and houses that are drilling. There’s houses that only
been built for five years, 200 foot, they are drilling

‘now. Why even think about building another house in

that area? 1It’s insane.
MR. PETRO: I’m not going to--
MR. BROWN: Even one house.

MR. PETRO: I’m not going to go over that again. I
feel like I have addressed that a number of times.

MR. KRIEGER: The reason that the planning board is
having this hearing before the public health, before
the health department review is not a choice of this
board. It is like the other things I indicated given
to them as procedure that they must follow according to
the state law, whether you think or I think or anybody
on the board thinks that it is a good idea or a bad
idea, doesn’t matter, it’s given to them by the state
and that is the order you have to do things in whether
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you like it or not, whether it makes sense to you or
not. So the planning board is simply doing what they
are prescribed to do. '

MR. BROWN: I think the planning board should get in
touch with the state and say now here, we’ve got a
problem and we’ve got a problem.

MR. EDSALL: Just to clarify, if the board is acting
purely on a three lot subdivision, three lot
subdivision is not mandated to go to the health
department. Once you introduce all the lots with a
major subdivision, then it becomes mandatory, it’s
optional, you could send it to them at this point but
again, this plan shows three houses, one of which is
existing. There’s very little for the health
department to review at this point.

MR. PETRO: I want to take a couple more questions. I
want something other than water, please.

MR. STEVEN SEGRETI: 7 Forest Lane. It was proposed
that the reason the road won’t go to Station Road as
opposed to entering the Beaver Dam Lake community, was
due to the farm land but you could see the way the map
shows there’s an edge of the property and all it takes

'is 20 feet from the edge of the property where a

driveway could go the whole distance to Section 3, I
believe.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Can’t do that, sir, it’s got to be 50
foot road and the road is very expensive, that is why
they don’t want to do it.

MR. PETRO: Let us look into that. We’re going to go
look into that.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Let us do our job.

MR. PETRO: Anyone else?

MS. BERTHA MC KEON:-* I live on 40 Valley Drive,
Salisbury Mills, Beaver Dam Lake. I just would really

like to stress to the board that we have seen Mr.
Biagini through whatever rungs of the ladder he
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chooses, he basically has to destroyed our community,
through Mecca Park back in back of Finley Drive, I have

lived there since I’m 11. I’m going to be 35. I used
to be able to take a mini-bike, go back there, there’s
a lot of wetlands and wooded area. There has to be a

stop and we just basically all my neighbors here, not
talking about the water, our lake is going to be, you
know, that is quality of 1ife, I was lucky enough to

" buy a house right next to my mother’s. I'm very proud
of that and our neighbors are very proud of that. And
I really think that all we’re here to do is put a stop,
it’s 1like that l1little fable about the camel, you know,
you give him an inch, then he’s all the way in the
tent. That is what we have seen him do. So we Jjust
want to bring it to your attention, make it hard, we
may not be able to stop him because everything’s on
paper and it’s like wonderful on paper, whatever kind
of paper you want, he gets that paper for you. But we
live there, okay, and all I want to do is tell the
board members don’t only look at the paper take a ride
out there, stop at my house and give you a cup of
coffee, okay. I’11 take you through these roads, I’11
show you where it used to be all woods now there’s
nothing. I think that is what a lot of people here
wanted to stress to you of course you get redundant
talk about the water because everybody’s dealt with the
‘'water and the roads and things like that. But please,
I love listening to you, Mr. Van Leeuwen, you’re not
somebody that is just going to be pushed over but make
it hard. I think you should make it as hard as you can
cause maybe it will slow him down.

MR. PETRO: I’m going to thank you all for your
comments. We’re going to entertain a motion to close
the public hearing. But before we do.

MS. ANN SHEPARD: 39 Valley Drive, Salisbury Mills. I
have basically three concerns. One, when the sewers
were put in, what type of piping will it be able to
accommodate anymore in the existing sewer lines. Two,
when you go ahead and even put one house on one parcel,
you’re going to be cutting down trees and when you do,
you’re going to be getting rid of like they say a
quality of life but you’re also going to be upsetting
the entire even because now that has been wiped out
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because you can’t put a road on top of a tree.
Thirdly, some of that abuts on wetlands, how much
impact is any of this going to have on the wetlands

that we now have and are being so, so terribly

polluted? That is all I have to say.

MR. PETRO: Evérybddy in the room, all your comments
are very well taken. They are concerns of yours, they
are concerns of the board, a lot of what you said is
done through the natural process of the planning board,
a lot of what you brought up, maybe Station Road
entrance we’re going to review that, the minutes are
probably going to be 15 or 20 pages long. We will sit
down and look at them. The applicants look at them and
you all have rights the same as I do, cause I live in
New Windsor and everybody else but we have to remember
one thing and that the applicant and any one of you
could always become an applicant also has the rights,
sure, trees are nice and lawn is nice. I love it
myself. I live on 21 acres myself and I like it but I
own it so nobody else is going to subdivide it. If
someone else comes along and they own the property and
want to subdivide it and do it in the proper manner
that doesn’t affect other people or destroy their
guality of life, we have as a board in the Town of New
Windsor has to review it and understand what they are

‘trying to do and come up with a viable solution to the

whole thing. That is what we’re going to try to do.
We do appreciate input at this time. I’d entertain a
motion. Please don’t leave because we’re going to
review it again.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: So moved.
MR. LANDER: Second it.

MR. PETRO: Motion has been made and seconded that the
New Windsor planning board close the planning board
public hearlng for the Rakowiecki Park Road
Construction subdivision off Finley Court in Beaver Dam
Lake. Any further dlscu551on from the board members?
If not, roll call. -

ROLL CALL
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MR. VAN LEEUWEN AYE
MR. STENT AYE
MR. LANDER AYE
MR. DUBALDI AYE
MR. PETRO AYE

MR. PETRO: At this time, I’m going to open it up back
to the board, we’re going to further review it frankly,
I don’t really want to review it anymore at this point
we have an awful lot to digest but I think we have
spent an hour and a half on this and there’s just so
many concerns I’d like to see it go back to the
workshop and I’d like to see some further ideas being
worked out between the engineer, the attorney, on how
to alleviate and come up with some viable solutions to
some of the problems that we heard tonight because
there’s a good list and it’s not because the people are
here, I think that we need to do this because there’s.
such problems down the road number one. We also want
to help Mrs. Rakowiecki, we understand she has 151
acres and want to do a three lot subdivision so we have
to come up with some way to do this and make everybody
happy as far as the further subdivision of the

. property, we’ll get to that road when we get to it.

This is a three lot subdivision. And this is what the
board needs to look at is a three lot subdivision but

‘'we have got so much input tonight, we need to digest

it. Anyone disagree with that?

MR. DUBALDI: If it does get to that point of further
subdivision there will be another public hearing.

MR. PETRO: Absolutely.
MR. VAN LEEUWEN: There might be two or three.
MR. DUBALDI: More than that.

MR. PETRO: We have one more item that the attorney
would like to read into the minutes.

MR. KRIEGER: 1In reviewing the application, it appears
to me that the applicant has not complied with the
requirements of the Agricultural District Law of the
State of New York due to utilization of an application
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apparently which was promulgated before that regulation
came into being, that regulation is binding and binding
as of now, it’s one of those things I talked about that
wasn’t true a few years ago. It’s true now and before
any approval is given to this applicant, of any type,
there has to be compliance with the agricultural
district requirements. And they are set forth in the
current application along with a statement I won’t go
through all the details.

MR. PETRO: Thank you. Mr. Yanosh, I don’t want to
leave the applicant hanging high and dry. I think two
concerns I’d like to see then we’re going to poll the
board that we mentioned tonight, the Ashley Court, the
Ridgeview Road and the Finley Drive, I’d like to see
some sort of the traffic study done just on that
particular road to see just what it would handle before
any subdivision, I just want to have some idea what’s
there. And Lake Road, I’m sorry, the applicant will
know what I am talking about. And number two, the sone
way to formulate the idea that there will be no
building on lot number one. I don’t know legally how
we’re going to do it, get together with the attorney,
with the engineer, come up with a way that nothing will
happen to that lot as long as the litigation and the
problem in the Mecca Drive subdivision exists that is
‘two of my items. Anybody have anything to add?

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I agree with you wholeheartedly.
MR. PETRO: That will give you something to go on.

MR. BABCOCK: Do we want the applicant to look at the
access to Station Road?

MR. PETRO: That is number 3, this fella had a good
idea, let’s look it at, I’m not saying it’s mandatory,
do a traffic study on the other roads also maybe some
off-site work might have to be done.

MR. YANOSH: For a three lot subdivision? I know we’re
going to have to doa traffic study when we come back
for the full blown three lot subdivision again.

MR. PETRO: The reason I’m saying this and this fella
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said it what’s your name, Paul Cavazza, if you grant
the three lot subdivision with no access to Station
Road, it has to flow out on the other roads. We don’t
know that we can flow out on the other roads, give us
an alternative to do a traffic study for the other
roads or show us what can happen to Station Road, how
are we going to access Station Road once we do the
three lots subdivision. I think he understands exactly
the reason. - :

MR. YANOSH: You’re up to the point of saying you’re
agreeing to say no more, you want to come in off
Station Road. '

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: We’re not saying that.

MR. YANOSH: You’re saying you want a traffic study
right now, expensive traffic study of those roads that
you are going to be able to look at and say yes or no
‘whether you can subdivide that property to begin with.
Is that what you’re goiny to--we’re really into the
process of subdividing lot number one then right?

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Mr. Chairman, I make a motion we go
on to the next item. I don’t like his accusations
here.

MR. YANOSH: What you want me to do is bring us up to
snuff.

MR. PETRO: I don’t know if we need a full blown road
study. I want some idea what is going on with those
roads and also the secondary idea of going to Station
Road, talk it over with your client, talk it over with
the builder. Maybe it’s something like that will be
feasible.

MR. DUBALDI: Yes, only one house is going to be
presently proposed for this lot but we’re creating 34
1/2 acres that are going to be onto these streets
eventually. That is the reason why we’re asking you to
look at it. -

MR. KRIEGER: I think it would be appropriate at this
point to reiterate something I said at the beginning of
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the meeting and that is this. The SEQRA law which is

given another one of those ‘laws, given to the planning
board and with which it must comply as part of its
component and only part of its rather extensive traffic
and as I indicated, there’s authority for the fact that
when a subdivision, simple though it may be at first,
when it is apparent that it is going to be subdivided
in the future, failure to follow the SEQRA regulations
fully at this point has been termed segmentation by the
interpreting courts and it exposes the town to
liability so this applicant should not be at this point
saying gee whiz, you’re picking on me cause it’s a
three lot subdivision. It is not a question of what
the board wants to do, it is a question of the
requirements under which they must operate by state law
and these questions have to be gone into.

MR. PETRO: I want to remind everybody that is here and
the applicant that this board is here on behalf of both
parties. So please, keep that in mind and I want to
thank everybody for coming.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Motion to end this.

MR. STENT: Second it.

'ROLL CALL

MR. VAN LEEUWEN AYE
MR. STENT AYE
MR. LANDER AYE
MR. DUBALDI AYE

MR. PETRO ‘ AYE
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PLANNING BOARD : TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR
COUNTY OF ORANGE : STATE OF NEW YORK

In the Matter of Application for Stte—P&ea/Subd1v151on of

(hnk RAL. (ool 3@5 Framess Folseks ,

Applicant.

AFFIDAVIT OF
SERVICE
BY MAIL

STATE OF NEW YORK)
) S8S.:
COUNTY OF ORANGE )

MYRA L. MASON, being duly sworn, deposes and says:

That I am not a party to the action, am over 18 years of age
and reside at aﬁg'Bethlehem Road, New Windsor, NY 12553.

on %M& gé! /995 , 1 compared the A7 addressed
envelopes €£ontaining the attached Notice of Public Hearing with

the certified list provided by the Assessor regarding the above
application for Site Plan/Subdivision and I find that the
addressees are identical to the list received. I then mailed the
envelopes in a U.S. Depository within the Town of New Windsor.

M;%a L. Mason, Secretary for

the Planning Board

Sworn to before me this

;x;&‘ day of %!m , 1945

Notary Public

DEBORAH GREEN
Notery Public, State of New York
Qualified in Orange County

cUud-hn&unsam46'QQS'

AFFIMAIL.PLB - DISC§l1 P.B.



. Q)ame[ 1’ D’anoﬁ

LlCENSED LAND SURVEYOR

“Route 302, P.O. Box 320
o . Circleville, N.Y. 10919 ‘ ,
Daniel P. Yanosh, L.L.S. o R : Tel: 914-361-4700

KevinJ. Wild, LLS. - ‘ © Fax:914-361-4722

-

'NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the PLANNING BOARD of the TOWN OF NEW
WINDSOR, County of Orange, State of New York wili hold a PUBLIC
HEARING at Town Hall, 555 Union Avenue, New Windsor, New York on
July 12, 1995 at 7:30 P.M. on the approval of the proposed
Subdivision of Lands of Frances J. Rakowiecki, located on the
east side of Station Road approximately 4500 feet from New York
State Route 94, being Section 57, Block 1, Lot 88.2. Map of the
subdivision of lands is on file and may be inspected at the
Planning Board Office, Town ﬁall, 555 Union Avehue;,New Windsor,
NY prior to the Public Hearing. 7 |
Dated: June 26, 1995 7 : By Order of

N TOWN bF NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD
| James R. Petro, Jr.

Chairman
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LEGAL NOTICES * LEGAL NOTICES

PUBLICATION NOTICE OF
ORGANIZATION OF LIMITED
LIABILITY COMPANY

FIRST: The name of the Limited Liabil- -

ity Company is: Heather Properties, LLC

(hereinafter referred to as the “Company™).

SECOND: The Articles of

(hmnnon_
of the Company were filed with the Secre-

tary of State on April 26, 1995.
THIRD: The county within New York
in which the office of the Company isto be

. located is Orange County.

FOURTH: The Secretary of State has
agent upon whom pro-
caaymﬂnCunpauymyhcwved.
mmmmmm&m

i, LLP
319 Main Hall Rear, P.O. Box 911
ie, New York
12602-0911
FIFTH: The latest date on which the
Company is to dissolve is November 1,
2024. :

SIXTH: The purpose of the business of

the Company is to own, manage and de-
velop real estate.

SEVENTH: The Limited Liability Com-
pany has been formed under the direction of
Todd S. Sull,Esq.afHu*m,ng,Sull
& Caplicki, LLP.

PUBLICATION NOTICE OF’
ORGANIZATION OF LIMITED
LIABILITY COMPANY
FIRST: The name of the Limited Liabil-
Cmpany is: Sleepy Hollow Park LLC

ofﬂzCamywaeﬁ!edwnhtheSeue-
tary of State on April 26, 1995.

THIRD: The county within New York
in which the office of the Company is to be
located is Orange County.

FOURTH: The Secretary of State has
been designated as agent upon whom pro-
cess against the Company may be served.
“The post office address to which the Secre-
tary of State shall mail process is:

Todd S. Stall, Esq.

Hankin, Hamg, Stall & Caplicki, LLP

319 Main Hall Rear, P.O. Box 911

Poughkeepsie, New York

12602-0911

FIFTH: The latest date on which the

sfxm.mmdumot
" the Company is 10 own, mmg: ind de- -
velop real estate.

SEVENTH: The Limited Liability Com-

pany his boen formed under the diection of
Todd S. &all,an.ofHa&m.ng.Shll
& Caplicki, LLP.

PUBLICATION NOTICE OF -

ORGANIZATION OF LIMITED -

LIABILITY COMPANY. -

FIRST: The sanic of the Liniiad Lishil- -
* ity Conipanry is: Holiday Maior Park, LLC °

(hereinafier referred to as the

. SECOND: The Articles of Organization
of the Compaary were filed with the Secre-

tary of State on April 26, 1995.

’ THlRD"I'IncuutywﬂthewYotk‘

mwhehtheoﬁoeofdae()my-whe
located is Orange County.

FOURTH: 'l'heSeuwl'yofStmhl )

The post office address to which the Secre-
hyofsuudunmilpmcalu.
Todd S. Stall, Esq. -
Hankin, Hanig, Stall & i, LLP
319 Main Hall Rear, P.O. Box 911
ngnkeepue,NewYotk
12602-0911
FIFTH: The latest date on which lhe

- Company is to dissolve is November 1,

2024.
SIXTH: Thempmed‘ﬂlehmuof

the Company is to own, manage and de- -

velop real estate.
SEVENTH: The Limited Liability Com-
pany has been formed under the direction of
Todd S. Stall,Elq.d‘Mm.Hnng.Su!l

& Caplicki, LLP.

.- ARTICLES OF
ORGANIZATION
OF '
J. UNTION AVENUE
MANAGEMENT, LL.C.
Under Section 203 of the Limited
Liability Couqnny Law -

FIRST: The name of the limited liability

is
J. UNION AVENUE MANAGE-
MENT, L.L.C.
SECOND: The county within this state
in which the office of the limited liability
company is 10 be located is:
Orange County.

_ THIRD: The Intest date on which the

" FOURTH: The socvetary of saie is des-
ignated as agent of the limited lisbility com-

peaty upon Whom process against it may be
served. The post office address within or
without this state to which the secretary of

statcshallimail s copy of airy process againet ~

company
- him or her is: 845 Union Avenue, New
- Windsor, New York, 12553,

FIFTH: mmmm«p

"NOTICE OF SUBSTANCE OF
ZBEST CLEANING, LL.C.
UNDER SECTION m(c) OF .

THE NEW YORK LIMITED
LIABILITY COMPANY LAW

memChkaﬂa&mely
(Pursuant to Section 516 of the Real
MyTuhw)

'Wmaor New York onora

of July, 1995, where it will

ﬂnpjbl:cfa'mpecuon.

LESLIE COOK
SOLE ASSESSOR
- TOWN OF NEW WIN

d’ﬂwhmnglmlhwu

No.36
Request of Linwood Rho
foraVARlANCEofthe

Lawto permit:
A funcral home in an R-
insufficient off-street parkin
being a VARIANCE of
Tablcd'ldeulkRep.,C
for property situated as
161 Wakhkond, New '
12553
known as tax Jot section

SAIDHEARINGWEIIN
10th day of July, 1995,
'l‘ownHall,”SlhonAvn
sor, N.Y. beginning at 7:30

JAMES NUGENT
Qm' m -
By Patricia A. Bamhart,
PUBLIC NOTIC
HEARING BEF
ZONING BOA
OF APPEAL
TOWN OF NEW W.
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE
ing Board of Appeals of the
NEW WINDSOR, New Yor
Public Hearing pursuaat to Se
of the Zoning Local Law on
proposition:

Appeal No. 46

For Life, Home,

(‘.nmmﬂrn'-l and -
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June 14, 1985

;Danie1 P. Yaﬁésh,,L}S.

P.O. Box 320 v
Circleville, NY .10918

RE: Tax Map Parcsl #57-1-88.2

Dear Mr. Yanosh:

~ The chargé for this service is $45.00,

lzaves a ba]ancerdue of $20.00.

r

Sincerely,
Ci Cook | € ..
LESLI O
So = 2

~/cd

Attachmznts
cc: Myra Mason -

TO’N OF NEW WII\QSOR

o 555 UNION AVENUE
' NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK'12553 _

According -to our records, the attached 1ist of propwrty ownsrs ars
~abutting and across any strest.

minus vyour deposit of $25.00,

el



77

Rakowiacki, Joseph E. »/// ' » - :

203 station Road
Salisbury Mills, NY 12577

Trova, Micheal P. & Sharon B. V//
416 sStation Road ,
salisbury Mills, NY 12577

Roberts, Chester J. & Diane |//
Station Road :
Salisbury Mills, NY 12577

Schmidt, Albert L. & Johanna V/
Sstation Raod
salisbury Mills, NY 12577

Becce, Nicholas & Veronica
112 Dewwy Ave, - v’
Albertson, NY 11507

Rakowiecki, Joseph E.
423 Station Road
sakusbury Mills, Ny 12577 V'

Roberts, Gary & Kathy
423 3Station Road v/
Salisbury Mills, NY 12577

N )
Capolino, Ilando
Suite 1000 v
50 Main Street
whits Plains, NY 10601

Park Road Construction Corp.
PO Box 286 V/
Zalisbury Mills, NY 12577

McManus,Lori Ann v//
it Ashley Ct.
Salisbury Mills, NY 12577

Mahonsy, Micheal J. & Elizabsth V//
22 Hillcreat Drive
Zalisbury Mills, NY 12577

Sear=stt, Steven M. & Mary 7. & Hamilton Robsrt J. V//
7 For=st Lans -
Salisbury Mil11s, NY 12577

Youmans, William H. & Ellen M.V//
3 Forast Lane |
Salisbury Mills, NY 125877

Lachance, P=ter & Andrzsa v//

22 ERidagsview Rd.
Salisbury Mills, NY 12577



“

' capolupo, Louis & Ann

Rhein, Danny & Janins
19 Ridg= View Rd. v
Ssalisbury Mills, NY 12577

Feusrbach, William F. & Diane 3.
8 Finley Drive /
salisbury M111s, NY 12577

Aliotta, Phillip V. & Joann M. v//
11 Finley Dr.
Salisbury Mills, NY 12577

Greenblatt, Nelsie
16 Anne Marie Dr. 4
Salisbury Mills, NY 12577

14 Ann Marie Drive - v
Salisbury Mills, NY 12577

Delongis, Eugene C. & Jeanne C.
12 Anne Marie Dr. '
Salisbury Mills, NY 12577

Nieman, William R. & Anne Maris
10 Anne Marie Dr. ' v
Salisbury Mills, NY 12577

&

L, e fove Tt
ﬁr 7BU)V\ Cj4s¥§c)a_

1 tand hanoepe
/;7’77/%&/ M?é/?{@



® Daniel P D’ano.s’
LICENSED LAND SURVEYOR ‘
Route 302, P.O. Box 320
Circleville, N.Y. 10919
Daniel P. Yanosh, L.L.S. Tel: 914-361-4700
Kevin J. Wild, L.L.S. Fax: 914-361-4722

June 6, 1995

Mark J. Edsall, P.E.

McGoey, Hauser and Edsall, P.C.
45 Quassaick Avenue

New Windsor, NY 12553

Re: Rakowieki (Park Rd. Construction) Subdivision
Town of New Windsor
Section 57, Block 1, Lot 88.2
Project # 94-21

~ Dear Mr. Edssll:

Enclosed please find prints of the proposed subdivision of lands
of Rakowieki. As per comments at the May 24th Planning Board
meeting the following items have been addressed.

2. Since there is only a single family home proposed for
Lot 1 at this time, no restrictions, with regard to
grading of this lot, is called for. In the future, if
It 1 is ever further developed, a comprehensive
drainage analysis and a so0il erosion and sediment
control plan will be completed, with an application to
DEC if necessary.

W

It has been determined that a Public Hearing is
necessary for this minor subdivision, and that one will
be scheduled upon the receipt of these plans by the
Planning Board Secretary.

Very ouys

D el P.' Y#nosh, L.S.

cc: Ed Biagini
Ben Oster

sec/L93-054



RESULTS OF P.B. MEETING

DATE: %7 F¥, (995

PROJECT NAME:(22é £ (hualiuctors. . PROJECT NUMBER_D¥ -2/

X k % % *x k * Kk % %k X %k Kk kP k *x *x %k kX Kk %k k *x kX k Kk *x * k % kx *x *
¢ *

LEAD AGENCY: * NEGATIVE DEC:
*

M) S)_ VOTE:A N * M)__ S)__ VOTE:A N
*

CARRIED: YES NO *

CARRIED: YES: NO

*
x % Xk x Xk Xk *x *x *x k Xk %k * *k *x k *k %X * k ¥ *x *k %k k k k *k *x * *x k %

PUBLIC HEARING: M))L.  S)D  VOTE:A__ *O N_ &

WAIVED: YES NO \/

SEND Te® OR. C®. PLANNING: M)__S)__ VOTE:A____N YES___ NO
SEND TO DEPT. OF TRANSPORT: M)__S)__ VOTE:A N YES___ NO
DISAPP: REFER TO 2.B.A.: M)__S)__ VOTE:A N YES NO
RETURN TO WORK SHOP: YES NO.

APPROVAL:

M)__S)__ VOTE:A N APPROVED:

M)__S)__ VOTE:A N APPR. CONDITIONALLY:

NEED NEW PLANS:  YES NO

DISCUSSION/APPROVAL CONDITIONS:

ool zﬁz@ Ugpnoval

w1 /% o _map




. ' . O Main Office

45 Quassaick Ave. (Route 9W)

& ‘ ‘ New Windsor, New York 12553
(914) 562-8640
PC ' : O Branch Office

McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL :ﬁ"i;oar;ﬁﬁ:":;“mm“&ﬂ

CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. (717) 296-2765

RICHARD D. McGOEY, P.E.

WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E.

MARK J. EDSALL, P.E.

JAMES M. FARR, P.E.

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR
PLANNING BOARD
REVIEW COMMENTS
REVIEW NAME: RAKOWIEKI (PARK ROAD CONSTRUCTION) SUBDIVISION

PROJECT LOCATION: OFF ASHLEY COURT (BEAVER DAM LAKE AREA)
, SECTION 57-BLOCK 1-LOT 88.2

PROJECT NUMBER: 94-21

DATE: 24 MAY 1995

DESCRIPTION: THE APPLICATION PROPOSES THE SUBDIVISION OF A
151.7 +/- ACRE PARCEL INTO THREE (3) SINGLE-FAMILY
RESIDENTIAL LOTS. THE PLAN WAS PREVIOUSLY
REVIEWED AT THE 25 JANUARY 1995, 22 FEBRUARY 1995
AND 26 APRIL 1995 PLANNING BOARD MEETINGS.

1. The Applicant has responded to each of the previous comments from my Review
Comment Sheet dated 26 April 1995.

2. With regard to the issue of the potential impacts of the development of Lot 1, the
Applicant’s Surveyor has indicated that only the single house is proposed, with a
driveway off Ridge View Road. This is the development as depicted on the subdivision
plan. No grading is indicated as being required for the development of Lot 1.

It is clear that the future development of a major subdivision at Lot 1 could potentially
cause further drainage problems in the area. As such, the Board may wish to consider
certain restrictions with regard to any grading of this lot until such time that a
comprehensive drainage analysis has been completed and a soil erosion and sediment
control plan has been completed (with an application to DEC made, as necessary).

Licensed in New York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania



TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR
PLANNING BOARD
REVIEW COMMENTS
PAGE 2

REVIEW NAME: ' RAKOWIEKI (PARK ROAD CONSTRUCTION) SUBDIVISION
PROJECT LOCATION: OFF ASHLEY COURT (BEAVER DAM LAKE AREA)
o SECTION 57-BLOCK 1-LOT 88.2 |
PROJECT NUMBER: 9421
DATE: | 24 MAY 1995

3. The Planning Board should determine if a Public Hearing will be necessary for this
minor subdivision, or if same can be waived per Paragraph 4B of the Subdivision
Regulations.

4. Atsuch time that the Planning Board has made further review of this application, further
~ engineering reviews and comments will be made, as deemed necessary by the Board.

:y u )
7
Wﬁ,
Planglifg Board Engineer

MIEmk -

A'RAKOWS5.mk
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May 24, 1995 2

REGULAR ITEMS:

PARK ROAD CONSTRUCTION SUBDIVISION (94-~21) STATION ROAD

Mr. Daniel Yanosh appeared before the board for this
proposal.

MR. PETRO: Last meeting you were here where he just
had a couple outstanding things, what were they? cCan
you bring us up to par?

MR. YANOSH: Most of the things were septic details and
septic systems, lote number 1 and lot number 3 there
were some zoning regulations that we had to change
because we’re doing all septics now and one of the
other questions was we haven’t had a return from the
highway superintendent on the driveway cuts on the
drainage area.

MR. PETRO: Letters for lot number one Andy, was that
done, reviewing letters for lot number one?

MR. YANOSH: I discussed with Mr. Biagini who is here
and I discussed that with him and it’s again it’s his
contention of the fact that again, this is Mrs.
Rakowiecki’s property, lots 1, 2 and 3. Again, that
has nothing to do with the Park Road subdivision, that
matter is being taken care of, court procedure almost
completed. Again, it’s something that does, has
nothing to do with this situation at all right here.
Our access is off of Ridgeview Road, Mrs. Rakowiecki’s
is a 3 lot subdivision for her property. At the time,
he was unwilling to write that letter about that lot
just for the--

MR. PETRO: 1It’s my understanding most of the
subdivision drains away from the Mecca Drive
subdivision?

MR. YANOSH: Correct. The only part that you have,
this comes into this and the remainder of it either
goes directly to the south or to the west.

MR. LANDER: 1It’s only lot 1?2
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MR. YANOSH: Correct, yeah, even not all of it,
probably third of lot 1 is what’s going to drain back
towards that in Mecca Park, probably a fifth of it, a
sixth of it.

MR. DUBALDI: In reference to Mafk's comment number 12,
can you show us where you’re going to be disturbing the
soil on lot nunber 2, whether you’re going to be doing

-any kind of grading?

MR. YANOSH: I haven’t read hisicomments fet.
MR. LANDER: Number 2. |

MR. PETRO: We have fire apprgval on 5/22/95.
MR. LANDER: Highway?

MR. PETRO: We have not heard back from the highway as
of yet. You don’t have a letter from them, do you?

MR. YANOSH: The last two we had from the last meeting
the two denials because of the drainage problem but
again, you were looking at the different plan with the
other driveway off Ashley Court.

MR. PETRO: He has received the new plan.
MR. YANOSH: I have sent them to the town, Myra?
MS. MASON: Yes.

MR. YANOSH: Grading of lot number one, the only thing
we’re going to be doing right now is cutting the

driveway through here across here for towns’s location.
There is no DEC wetlands out herem there are army corps
wetlands, they are depicted on the plan which is, which
isn’t even close to our driveway. If you want a set of
control plans for the driveway coming in, I can do that
just for one driveway, I know the DEC application is =--

MR. PETRO: What driveway?

MR. YANOSH: Lot number 1.

[
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MR. KRIEGER: Where do you propose to put the driveway?

MR. YANOSH: Off Ridgeview Road, it ends right there,
it’s a dead end road gong right through there and

through our property, we do have actual town road

frontage on Ridgeview Road.
MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Ridgeview Road is built?

MR. YANOSH: Yes, there’s a house right across the
street, lots 9 and 10 on the map have houses on them.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: It’s been taken over by the town?
MR. YANOSH: Yes, as far as I know, they are on the
town highway maps, the tax map shows them as town
roads, they are maintained by the town, I saw them out
there one day.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I don’t see a turnaround.

MR. YANOSH: No, Finley Drive doesn’t have a
turnaround, just comes in and deadends.

MR. PETRO: Can we discuss, at the last meeting, any

further subdivision, do we have something on the map

that it will not take place until the drainage problems
get resolved?

MR. YANOSH: That is something we don’t want to
entertain right now. Again, all we’re looking for here
is a 3 lot subdivision.

MR. BIAGINI: Can I ask a question?

MR. PETRO: State your name please.

MR. BIAGINI: Ed Biagini from Park Road Construction.
What drainage problems are you speaking of?

MR. PETRO: Basically, at the Mecca Drive subdivision.
MR. BIAGINI: Well, it seems to be the town’s position

that there are no drainage problems from testimony that
I have, transcripts from a recent court case, Skip Fayo
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came in and said the roads were acceptable to the town.

MR. PETRO: The town being the leaders of the town, the
elected officials or the people in general that live in P
the town? (.
|
f

MR. BIAGINI: No, Skip Fayo.

“MR. KRIEGER: I am familiar with that. All I can tell
you is that the subject of litigation which is ongoing .
contrary to Mr., what Mr. Yanosh said, it’s not about
‘toend any time soon but that is a point of contention.

MR. BIAGINI: We have it in writing'Andy.

MR. KRIEGER: All I am advising the board it’s a point
of contention. It may be clear in your mind but it
should have been made clear to you by now, you’re mind
is not everybody’s mind and the way you interpret it is
not the only way to interpret it.

MR. BIAGINI: Why don’t I make copies to the board and
they can interpret it themselves. :

MR. PETRO: This is the fourth meeting that we’re r
reviewing this particular subdivision and in light of
the fact that I would say probably 90 percent of it
drains away from the disputed subdivision, I don’t
think that at this time we should hold this particular
subdivision up hostage or held any further to the other
subdivision. If in the future and I think the rest of
the board members would agree with this, you came in
‘for further subdivision, if any of the property was
going to be drained towards the Mecca Drive
subdivision, obviously, we’d have to look at it in
detail.

MR. YANOSH: No problem.

MR." VAN LEEUWEN: The only~--I thought the last meeting
we had discussed that there’d be no houses built until
the drainage problem was settled on Ashley Drive and
that whole Mecca subdivision where some of that water
is coming down into and then we we’re going to go ahead
with the subdivision.
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MR. DUBALDI: It is in the minutes.

MR. PETRO: You'’re proposing the two houses how and the
additional lots?

MR. YANOSH: Right, lot number 2 has existing house and
barn, lot number 3 gets a new house and lot number one
proposing.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Proposed house here is the problem
area that is all we’re talking about ‘we’re ‘not talklng'

Aabout the other ones.

MR. PETRO: Lot number one.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: No, the barn or house that has been
there for years and years. :

MR. YANOSH: So, what you’re saying then no building
permit for the lot number one until--

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Until the drainage problem has been
solved.

MR. BIAGINI: If you could clarify the drainage
problems for me, I’d be happy to do that.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: This thing is in court, you know
that, I’m not going to do that, okay.

MR. BIAGINI: But to put an ambiguous note on there, I
have been trying to in court ascertain what the
drainage problems are so we can take care of them.

MR. PETRO: Why don’t we leave it in the hands of the
court if there is a drainage problem that needs to be
resolved then when it’s resolved and the court is
satisfied with it, then the building permit will be
issued.

MR. BIAGINI: Okay.

MR. PETRO: And you’d be wiliing to put a note to that
effect.
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MR. BIAGINI: Yes.
MR. YANOSH: Yes.

MR. KRIEGER:  You better make it clear cause the last
time you asked for a note, they came in and said they
wouldn’t do that so you better make it clear exactly
what the note he’s agreeing to put on there is.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Got to be on the map.

MR. LANDER: Mr. Chairman, I make a motion that we have
a public hearing. L '

MR. DUBALDI: Second it.

MR. PETRO: Motion has been made and seconded tthat the
New Windsor Planning Board hold a public hearing for
the Park Road Construction subdivision on Station Road.
Is there any further discussion from the board members?
If not, roll call.

ROLL CALL

MR. VAN LEEUWEN AYE
MR. DUBALDI AYE
MR. STENT AYE
MR. LANDER AYE

MR. PETRO AYE

MR. PETRO: I don’t think we have very much more to
review, I think that we have three items, one will be
the note on the map, number 2, I’d like to have
something back from the highway department, I don’t see
any problem.

MR. YANOSH: Am I allowed to call him or-~-
MR. PETRO: You can call Myra, Myra can check.
MR. BABCOCK: He can go directly to him, sure.

MR. PETRO: We’ll get -right on the next agenda, if you
get everything done for public hearing, we’ll have you



-

. ——

May 24, 19!5

right on there. .

MR. YANOSH: Thank you.
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DESCRIPTION: THE APPLICATION PROPOSES THE SUBDIVISION OF A
151.7 +/- ACRE PARCEL INTO THREE (3) SINGLE-FAMILY
RESIDENTIAL LOTS. THE PLAN WAS PREVIOUSLY
REVIEWED AT THE 25 JANUARY 1995 AND
22 FEBRUARY 1995 PLANNING BOARD MEETINGS.

1. In my previous comments, I suggested that a more detailed plan for the development
areas be presented. The application drawings now include Sheet 3 which provides a
"blow up" for Lots 1 and 3. Based on the soils test information indicated on Sheet 2, the
layouts depicted on Sheet 3 appear acceptable.
With regard to the sanitary designs, I have the following comments:
a. The capacity of the septic tank for Lot 3 should be indicated.
b. I recommend that a curtain drain be provided for the new system on Lot 1.
C. For the design information for Lot 3 on Sheet 2, the required lineal footage of

disposal field for a four bedroom residence should be corrected. The value

indicated does not conform with the NYSDOH tables.

d. The sanitary system and well for Lot 2 should be indicated on the plans.
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REVIEW NAME: RAKOWIEKI (PARK ROAD CONSTRUCTION) SUBDIVISION

PROJECT LOCATION: OFF ASHLEY COURT (BEAVER DAM LAKE AREA)
SECTION 57-BLOCK 1-LOT 88.2

PROJECT NUMBER: 94-21 ‘

DATE: 26 APRIL 1995

2. Relative to the SEQRA review of the project, at this time I am aware of two (2)
outstanding items. First, there is a concern with regard to potential erosion and water
quality problems, as identified by the Chairman of the Beaver Dam Lake District (by
letter to the Planning Board). Second, there has previously been a drainage study
submitted, and certain drainage concerns identified. This was being further reviewed by
Town Engineer Richard McGoey. At this time I am not aware of the resolution of these
issues. Perhaps the Planning Board Attorney is more familiar with the status of the
evaluation of these issues, which also relate to an adjoining and formally approved
subdivision.

3. At th13 time I am aware of two (2) disapprovals from the Town Highway Superintendent.
Has a new review been performed and has this application received his approval?

4, The Planning Board should determine if a Public Hearing will be necessary for this
minor subdivision, or if same can be waived per Paragraph 4.B of the Subdivision
Regulations.

5. At such time that the Planning Board has made further review of this application, further
engineering reviews and comments will be made, as deemed necessary by the Board.
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PARK_ROAD SUBDIVISION (94-21) STATION ROAD

Dan Yanosh appeared before the board for this proposal.

MR. PETRO: We still have a disapproval from the
highway. Can you touch on that for us?

MR. YANOSH: Can I what?

MR. PETRO: We originally heard back from highway, we’d
like to have more details as to where the driveway
enters the town road.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: How long ago was that?

MR. PETRO: That was 1/19/95 and on 2/15/95, we have
disapproved again because lot number one is a wet area,
need drainage plans.

MR. YANOSH: What we did was in that cast, the original
driveway came in off Ashley Court for lot number 1,
again, since the fact that Ashley Court really isn’t a
town road, it hasn’t been accepted by the town and if
it is a wet area in there so be it. We brought the
driveway in off the existing road, Ridgeview Road and

that way, we avoided the wet areas and the problems

with the Mecca Park subdivision by bringing it in that
way. I don’t know whether the Highway Superintendent
has looked at the plans.

MR. PETRO: Date of the plan is 3/23/94.

MR. YANOSH: 4/4/95.

MR. PETRO: I see it, okay 4/4/95, yes.

MR. YANOSH: They are all submitted, so move that road
over this way to get rid of the problems.

MR. PETRO: He did receive it, we haven’t heard back,
okay, proceed.

MR. YANOSH: I think we have all been through this a
couple times. Mark’s comments are septic system, right
Mark, mostly?



RO

April 26, !995 20

MR. EDSALL: Mostly, yeah.

MR. LANDER: Drainage study done on this Dan?

MR. YANOSH: Yes,.

MR. LANDER: What were fhe problems that you saw?

MR. YANOSH: All right, Mark’s comment number 2 is the
drainage. We can go through that after a while. I
know that there is still discussions about the drainage
on Ashley Court, Park Road itself is still in
litigation with the town. It’s pretty close to,
settled that drainage on that report, I feel that it’s
the applicants and the subdividers agent that that has
nothing really to do with my three lot subdivision.
Mrs. Rakowiecki is the owner of the property, Park Road
Construction, he can wait, okay, he doesn’t worry about
this as much as Mrs. Rakowiecki does, she’s looking to
sell this front lot off. What we have here is a 3 lot
subdivision which at the time has no involvement with
the Mecca Park. Ed Biagini is the one who is paying
the bills and doing this for Mrs. Rakowiecki so she can
sell this front piece off. Ed will biy the remainder

.and we can discuss all these drainage problems and the

rest of the stuff later on again when we come back with
a plan like I showed before, for lot number one. All
of those items are in the process of being addressed
today, the court proceedings are still going on and Mr.
Babcock and Dick McGoey are involved.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Why can’t we get that stuff resolved
now?

MR. YANOSH: Record owner is Frances Rakowiecki.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Why can’t we get the drainage
involved because we’re getting the phone calls, you‘re
not. '

MR. YANOSH: We are working on, I have the general--

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Ain’t working fast enough. Let’s get
that ironed out first then we’ll tackle the next
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MR. YANOSH: Just because Park Road is in there doing
it for her behalf.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Then you’‘re going to come in and tell
us now wait a minute, we bought this property, now we
have got to have 4 lots, you have got to give us 4
lots. I know how it works because I’ve done it myself,
okay, not in this town but I’ve done it myself.

MR. PETRO: Any homes on this property anywhere at this
time?

MR. YANOSH: Lot number 2 has existing house and barn.
MR. PETRO: So you can have three additional houses?

MR. YANOSH: That is what we’re looking for again so
she can sell off the front lot, her lot number 3 to a
relative of her’s, that is the main issue. I get phone
calls from her attorney, they want to close the deal,
they want to build the house. There again, the rest of
this stuff on lot number one, when we come in, you
know, drainage is going to be taken care of, all the
problems are going to be taken care of. You do a SEQRA
process and I am learning more as I am going along.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Will you agree to a statement, okay,
will you agree if we go along with this, you’ll not
come in for another subdivision on this property until
all the drainage has been settled on the other?

MR. YANOSH: You’re never going to give me approval
until the drainage is settled, I know.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Come in for three or four lots and
come out with the, and no drainage on that area, you
won’t get it from me. '

MR. PETRO: I would echo Mr. Van Léeuwen on that why
it’s a problem there, it really is a problem.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I have been through there, this is a
disgrace to the taxpayers of this town.
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MR. YANOSH: Do you see my point with this thing?

MR. PETRO: If it’s Mrs. Rakowiecki’s property, why is
Park Road Construction even on the application?

MR. YANOSH: He’s the one who'’s paying all the bills.
He’s doing all the paperwork. He’s paying me to do the
subdivision, paying me for doing the survey and the
rest of the stuff I’m working for Park Road
Construction.

MR. PETRO: Do we have a proxy?

MR. YANOSH: Yes. Again, all that stuff is in the
process. There are plans Mark has looked at them. Did
you talk to Dick about the drainage?

MR. EDSALL: Not about the drainage, no. I want to go
one step further than what Mr. Van Leeuwen:said. I
don’t have a problem. I don’t think the other members
have a problem with subdividing the property but to
create further drainage problems that would exit onto
Ashley Court, that obviously can’t happen so if I’1l1l
point this to the attorney, can we put a restriction

that no homes will be built if we do the subdivision

obviously you have to plot houses, how do you stop
from--~

MR. KRIEGER: You can’t.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Just a second, let me finish, he can
come in and build one house here on that property. You
cannot stop him, unless we get an agreement from him
right here and now saying that he will not come in and
may not ask for a building permit on that property
because as soon as he asks for a building permit on the
property, you are going to wind up with more drainage
on Ashley Court.

MR. PETRO: 1Is that legal?

MR. KRIEGER: What are you talking about?

MR. PETRO: If he makes an agreemeht on any other
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MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Yes, it will hold up in court.

MR. PETRO: No further building, he can have the
subdivision, she can sell it to her relative or
whatever but no building permit until the drainage

problems are solved.

MR. YANOSH: No building permit for lot 1 until the
drainage problem for Ashley Court.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: No, you éan't do that because on the
Rakowiecki side where he wants to sell that goes
towards the other side any way.

MR. PETRO: So then lot one.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: "Ridgeview and Finley, it’s not
affecting that, the main problem is Ashley Court that
area that is the bad part.

MR. YANOSH: 1It’s all being worked on.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Will you agree to the fact, give us a

stipulation that you will not put any houses on lot

number one?

MR. YANOSH: I would, but I would, but I’m not going to
say that my client would. I can’t put words into his
mouth and say that if I was to--

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Before we go any further.

MR. YANOSH: Can you give me-a conditional approval if
he says yes to that demand that I request?

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I wouldn’t go for that with all the
problems you have.

MR. PETRO: You still have, you still have, we don’t
have approval from the Highway Superintendent, number
one, then to add to that a condition of that magnitude
with conditional approval, I don’t see it at that time,
I think there’s still too much to go, we haven’t even
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declared whether there will be a public hearing or not.

MR. YANOSH: Again, I’d like to do that too, it’s a
minor subdivision, it’s only two houses.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: A 3 lot subdivision on that other
end, I don’t see where there is a big problem. What I
am mainly concerned about is lot one, that is my main
concern and I know what lot one is going to do now,
actually there’s a 50 foot right-of-way going to come
into this property off Ashley Court.

MR. YANOSH: Eventually, yes.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: That 50 foot right-of-way, those
lines should be opened up through this so you can see
that should be part of the deed on that property
because otherwise, we’re creating a piece of property
that has no access.

MR. YANOSH: Yes, we have Finley and we have Ridgeview
Road, we have access right there.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Does he own Finley Drive?

MR. YANOSH: It’s a town road.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: What about Ridgeview?
MR. YANOSH: It’s a town road.

MR. PETRO: I really think we have gone as far as we’re
going to go. Listen, gentlemen, see if you agree with
what I am going to propose here. I think that number
one, you have to clean up comments that Mark has on the
sheet that goes without saying. Number 2, we need to
hear back from the highway department for an approval
and number 3, I am in 100% agree with Mr. Van Leeuwen,
I don’t think there should be any further development
of lot number 1 and if your client--

MR. YANOSH: Go back, you’re saying building permit or
no further development?

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: No further development and no
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building permit, notarized letter.
MR. PETRO: Make it real easy, both.

MR. PETRO: Get your attorney, your client together and
give us a letter to that effect.

MR. KRIEGER: And I would suggest before it’s approved
that I look at the actual letter and I can only render
an opinion on the words that I see. I can’t render an
opinion on what somebody tells me the gist of their
words are going to be in the future.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Those letters must be in our
attorney’s hands before we approve it.

MR. PETRO: Other than the three items, Ron, do you
have anything to add?

MR. LANDER: I don’t want to see a tree drop, Mr.
Chairman.

MR. DUBALDI: Same here.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: We do have to go for a public hearing

.on this.

MR. YANOSH: Three lots, do you really have to?

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Three lots, we can discuss, leave
that open for now.

MR. PETRO: We’'re going to have a public hearing for
the subdivision, you’re creating two new lots, one lot
is already there. ’

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: For the two lots we’re creating?

MR. PETRO: They can’t build anyway but we’ll discuss
that when the time comes. '

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Can’t build on lot number one, not
the remaining lands of Rakowiecki.

MR. PETRO: I think we’ve done that.
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MR. YANOSH: Can ybu give me a statement we won’t need
a public hearing so I can get done?

MR. PETRO: No, sir.
MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Can’t give you that tonight.

MR. EDSALL: Before we close this one out Myra, there’s
a proxy on record from Park Road for Dan?

MS. MASON: Two of them.

MR. EDSALL: Since Dan is authorized and we’re looking
at a lot of paperwork, could you waive the timeframes
that we need to take action so they don‘’t have to vote
on it tonight, which obv1ously--

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Don‘t waive, we’ll vote it down.

MR. YANOSH: I don’t want to get in no fights.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: You’re in a fight already, whether
you like it or not. I make a motion we approve.

MR. LANDER: Second it.

MR. PETRO: What you’re doing is just giving us time to
review the application.

MR. YANOSH: Until the next meeting?
MR. PETRO: ©Until you are prepared.

MR. YANOSH: Okay, so I’ll give you the next meetlng
I’'m ready to come back.

MR. PETRO: 2/22/95 waive time limits, it’s already
been done.

MR. EDSALL: Second item just so that it is in the
record, obviously, the issue of drainage is a paramount
issue before the board can take any actlon on SEQRA
that has to be resolved.



April 26, 1995 , , 27

MR. YANOSH: 1It’s not a part of this 151 acres.

MR. EDSALL: That is your opinion, Dan, but we have the
town engineer who’s looking into it right now and
unless the attorney’s prepared to tell me that that is
not an issue which we should be looking at.

MR. KRIEGER: Which is he is not prepared to say.

MR. EDSALL: Until it is determined that it is not an
issue and everybody’s comfortable with ignoring it as
you are, I’m telling you that the board cannot make a
SEQRA determination, therefore with .not all the
information having been concluded, the timeframes for
SEQRA probably is being pushed up for that reason.

MR. YANOSH: If I want to take Park Road Construction
off the map, I would have clear sailing no problem at
all from today?

MR. LANDER: I wouldn’t say that.

MR. EDSALL: The drainage problems would exist anyway.

MR. YANOSH: We'’re dealing with a developer who the

.town supposedly is having trouble on one side and I

just don’t want to penalize Mrs. Rakowiecki for that
point, that is all.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: On that point, I am willing to agree
with you. But let me say something to you, Mr. Biagini
owns so much land, it’s easier to do it right than
causing all these problems for us and for him. Why
don’t you suggest that to him and if you don‘t want to
suggest it to him, he knows my phone number, he can
call me because I’11 suggest it to him in plain English
language.

MR. PETRO: Mr. Yanosh, I think we have gone as far as
we can, thank you. :
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LICENSED LAND SURVEYOR
Route 302, P.O. Box 320
Circlevilie, N.Y. 10919
Daniel P. Yanosh, L.L.S.
Kevin J. Wild, L.L.S.

May 3, 1995

Mark J. Edsall, P.E.
Planning Board Engineer
Town of New Windsor

555 Union Avenue

New Windsor, New York 12583

RE: Rakowieki (Park Road Construction) Subdivision
Project # 94-21

Dear Mark:

Tel: 914-361-4700
Fax: 914-361-4722

As per vyour comment letter, and the Planning Board meeting
of April 26, 1995, enclosed are revised plans with the following

items addressed.

1. With regard to the sanitary designs, the following have
been addressed: ’
a. The capacity of the septic tank for Lot 3 has been
indicated.
b. A curtain drain has been provided for the new system on
Lot 1.
C. The design information for Lot 2 on Sheet 2, for the

required lineal footage of the disposal field for a

four bedrcom residence has been corrected.

d. The approximate location of the sanitary system and

well for Lot 2 has been indicated on Sheet 2.

2. The possibility of potential erosion and water quality
problems, are minimal. Only two dwellings are proposed as a
result of this subdivision. There will not be any extensive
grading needed for the home sites. The driveway for Lot #1
is proposed to be off of Ridge View Road, therefore, the
drainage on Ashley Court will not be affected by this
subdivision. The previously submitted Drainage Study and
certain drainage concerns affecting Ashley Court, Park Road
and Mecca Drive are for the possible future development of

Lot #1, not for this minor subdivision.

3. The two (2) previous disapprovals from the Town Highway
Superintendent are for a proposed driveway onto Ashley
Court. Theses issues have been resolved by moving the
proposed driveway for Lot 1 to Ridge View Road. I am still
waiting for comments from the Town Highway Superintendent

regarding the new driveway location.
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4. The Planning Board has not, to my knowledge, determined if a
Public Hearing is necessary for this minor subdivision.

If ydu*should'have any questions or comments, please do not
hesitate to call. :

Daniel P. ¥anosH, L.L.S.
elw/L-930564
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. - Y Daniel P, Qﬁno.s/’
LICENSED LAND SURVEYOR
Route 302, P.O. Box 320
Circleville, N.Y. 10919
Daniel P. Yanosh, L.L.S. Tel: 914-361-4700
Kevin J. Wild, L.L.S. Fax: 914-361-4722

April 5, 1995

Mark J. Edszll, P.E.
Planning Board Engineer
Town of New Windsor

555 Union Avenue

New Windsor, New York 12583

RE: Rakowieki (Park Road Construction) Subdivision
Project ¥ 94-21

Dear Mark:
As per vyour comment letter dated February 22, 1995, and the

Planning Board meeting of February 22, 1995, enclosed are revised
plans with the following items addressed.

11 The areas for the proposed improvements on Lots 1 and 3 are
now shown on Sheet 3 of 3 with a 50 scale drawing. This
shows the lots in greater detail, and clearer dimensions,

and separation distances. Also the driveway for Lot # 1 is
now shown entering from Ridge View Rcad, not Ashley Court as
was previously submitted. This will resolve any gquestions
that the Highway Superintendent had about access, and
drainage.

21 The Bulk Table is revised to reflect 1lot requirements
without central water or sewer.

31 The soils tests results are shown on Sheet 3 and have
excellent perc rates.

41 The drainage for Park Road and Ashley Court is in the
process of being modified to comply with the Town Engineers
requirements. This item will be resolved shortly. This
subdivision of 3 residential 1lots, has no impact on the
Mecca Park Subdivision at this time, and should be treated
as such. The further subdivision of Lot # 1 will contain all
of the necessary documentation for proper planning in regard
to environmental significance.

51 We are presently working on a conceptual sketch for the
subdivision of Lot # 1 in respect to the proper drainage
layout and flow calculations, which we hope will be reviewed
by the Town Engineer. This again has no bearing on this 3
Lot Subdivision which you are now reviewing. This plan has
been submitted to the board for their review.
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A Public Hearing is to be scheduled for this project upon
the Planning Board’s receipt of these new plans.

If you have any questions, please call.

Ed Biagini



L @ Daniel P, VanosM

LICENSED LAND SURVEYOR
Route 302, P.O. Box 320
Circleville, N.Y. 10919
Daniel P. Yanosh, L.L.S. Tel: 914-361-4700
Kevin J. Wild, L.L.S. Fax: 914-361-4722

April 5, 1995

Mark J. Edsazll, P.E.
Planning Board Engineer
Town of MNew Windsor

555 Union Avenue

Mew Windsor, New York 12553

RE: Rakowieki (Park Road Construction) Subdivision
Project # 94-21

Dear HMark:
As per vyour comment letter dated February 22, 1995, and the

Planning Board meeting of February 22, 1995, enclosed are revised
plans with the following items addressed.

11 The areas for the proprosed improvements on Lots 1 and 3 are
now shown on Sheet 3 of 3 with a 50 scale drawing. This
shows the lots in greater detail, and clearer dimensions,

and separation distances. Also the driveway for Lot # 1 is
now shown entering from Ridge View Road, not Ashley Court as
was previously submitted. This will resolve any gquestions
that the Highway Superintendent had about access, and
drainage.

21 The Bulk Table is revised to reflect lot requirements
without central water or sewer.

313 The so0ils tests results are shown on Sheet 3 and have
excellent perc rates.

41 The drainage for Park Road and Ashley Court is in the
process of being modified to comply with the Town Engineers
requirements. This item will be resolved shortly. This
subdivision of 3 residential 1lots, has no impact on the
Mecca Park Subdivision at this time, and should be treated
as such. The further subdivision of Lot # 1 will contain all
of the necessary documentation for proper planning in regard
to environmental significance.

51 We are presently working on a conceptual sketch for the
subdivision of Lot # 1 in respect to the proper drainage
layout and flow calculations, which we hope will be reviewed
by the Town Engineer. This again has no bearing on this 3
Lot Subdivision which you are now reviewing. This plan has
been submitted to the board for their review.
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61 A Public . Hearing is to be scheduled for this project upon
the Planning Board's receipt of these_new plans.

If you have any questions, please call.

‘cc:~Victdr . Erikson
Ed Biagini
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RK _ROAD CONSTRUCTION SUBDIVISION (94-21

Mr. Dan Yanosh appeared before the board for this
proposal. :

MR. PETRO: This 1is associated with Mecca Drive
Subdivision?

MR. YANOSH: Same owner, Park Road Construction is the
subdivider, record owner, Mrs. Rakowiecki, Park Road
owns Mecca Drive.

MR. PETRO: Alllright, Dan, go ahead.

MR. YANOSH: 151.7 acres owned by Rakowiecki, fronts on
Station Road, borders on Ashley Court, Ridgeview and
Finley Drive. Proposal right now is for a 3 lot
subdivision. Lot number one is 34.41 acres, lot number
2 has existing farm house and barns on it, 97 acres,
and lot number 3 proposed lot along Station Road 18.84.

MR. PETRO: We have fire approval on 2/22/95 which is
today and where is highway?

MS. MASON: Nothing back from highway.

‘MR. PETRO: This comment drawing submitted for review

to be reviewed at this meeting, what’s that?

MR. EDSALL: We had talked earlier and in fact the
original application for this property was for a
greater number of lots. Dan had as he’s displaying now
before you we had discussed that there’s proposed
further subdivision, I haven’t seen that yet but in the
transmittal letter, he indicated that I had submitted
it. ;

MR. PETRO: This is a lot up on the top?
MR. YANOSH: Yeah, this is all of lot number one.
MR. PETRO: You’re not subdividing at this time?

MR. YANOSH: Correct, originally we came in with this
type subdivision originally and lot 2 and lot 3 but to
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speed up the process, Mrs. Rakowiecki wants to cut
these front lots off first like to clear this up first
and later on we’ll come back with this type of plan
here for major subdivision on lot number one.

MR. PETRO: So you are just breaking it up into 3 lots
now then you’re going to go from there but you still
have to plot, I believe somewhere on these 3 lots, the
house.

MR. YANOSH: I did. Lot number 3 has got one shown in
the detail up here and lot number one we showed one
also up there on lot number one, just a scale of the
map, we blew it up and put them, here’s the house for
lot number one and two.

MR. PETRO: Are they going to be on those locations or
just anywhere?

MR. YANOSH: Lot number 3 is probably the exact
location that is where somebody wanted one. The
purchaser would want it down there. Lot number one can
go anyplace up there. We had done a bunch of perc
tests, some were good, some were bad. This is a good
location, that is why I’m spotting the house right
there, just for zoning and for planning purposes. We

‘can put a house, there’s a couple more sites in the

middle right between Finley and Ridgeview we have some
good percs, I can put a house there. There are a few
other areas I can put a house.

MR. DUBALDI: Where would the boundary of the wetlands
be on the map? It’s a little unclear.

MR. YANOSH: 1It’s this line right there (indicating).

MR. DUBALDI: So you have wetlands going right up into
lots 3, 4, 29 and 37?

MR. YANOSH: Correct, federal wetlands. Under the
federal permit, we can apply to the Army Corps of
Engineers to fill in up to an acre of federal wetlands,
that is what we’d be doing as we go along here. So we
will just probably fill in the front along through here
just a small portion so we can put a house there.
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S » MR. DUBALDI: Are you required to create hew wetlands
to match that?

MR. YANOSH: No. You can get a permit to fill in more
but the Army Corps allows to you fill in, you can fill
in up to an acre without getting a permit. But in
order to do that, you have to tell them what it looks
like first and then you can only fill in this down the
road, they can come back and say hey, what did you fill
here? At least you have a map that you showed them up
front.

MR. PETRO: Mark, as far as the SEQRA process goes
you’re saying that we don’t have enough information,
what other information would we be looking to look at?

MR. EDSALL: The issue was brought up at the previous
meeting as to drainage through this area and in fact
the applicant submitted a drainage letter report which
there have been response comments sent back and at this
point, the report was not accepted. So I would say
that until you have the drainage issue resolved and

‘ there’s an acceptable report submitted, I don’t believe
M you can close out SEQRA.

"MR. YANOSH: I waited for comments.

MR. EDSALL: That is more or less on hold right now and
it’s my understanding and although I’m not directly
involved in it, there’s some litigation ongoing and the
particular response to the drainage report was
forwarded through part of that court action.

MR. KRIEGER: I don’t know if that is, yes, there’s
litigation ongoing, it involves the Park Road
Construction Corporation, Mr. Biagini and the
subdivision which contains Ashley Court which appears
on the upper right-hand portion of the northeast, looks
like the northeast corner of this property. With
respect there was a drainage report submitted in
connection with that, whether it was used for this
purpose or not or what purpose it was used exactly, I
don’t know. I know it was submitted to Mr. McGoey and
that he reviewed it. I had not had an opportunity to
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talk to him after a final review and I only looked at
it once but whether that was the drainage report
submitted in connection with this, I don’t know. But
there certainly was one, yes.

MR. EDSALL: It’s my understanding that as part of that
litigation it was represented to the judge that a
report had been submitted relative to this application.
In fact, it’s my understanding that when that comment
was made, no such report had been submitted. It
subsequently was submitted, reviewed, found
unacceptable and comments have been returned so at this
point, we do not have a acceptal drainage report.

MR. KRIEGER: This connects with that application in
connection with the lawsuit.

MR. EDSALL: But it had addressed this application.

MR. KRIEGER: It was an attempt to try and tie this
application with that litigation. That attempt has
been rejected.

MR. EDSALL: Relative to the drainage report submitted
and I guess forwarded to the court but relative to this
application before this board, it was not accepted,

‘comments have been sent back. We do not have an

acceptable report yet, therefore I don’t believe you
should close SEQRA.

MR. PETRO: Also--

MR. YANOSH: We haven’t gotten those comments back yet,
there’s no problem with whatever.

MR. PETRO: Again, the public hearing, I think being
that there’s a problem in the area with drainage and so
many of the people in the area have been, I guess
complaining to the Town Hall about drainage, I think
that, and this is my opinion, gentlemen, is that public
hearing probably should be held on this minor
subdivision.

MR. KRIEGER: I personally received at least one
telephone call from a property owner of property
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abutting Ashley Court which again appears in that
portion that I mentioned earlier indicating extreme
displeasure with the drainage situation and great
concern over the effect that the development of the
instant property would have on that person. I would
strongly on the basis of that telephone conversation, I
would strongly advise the board to favorably consider
having a public hearing.

MR. YANOSH: Does a public hearing later on down the
road for the large subdivision, no problem at all, you
have to have one anyway. .

MR. KRIEGER: I would suggest the board have one for
both, every time this comes up for a public hearing
based on the complaint that I have personally heard and
the complaints I have heard about from others in the
neighboring subdivision, it is my advice to the board
that it strongly consider having a public hearing each
and every time this property comes up.

MR. PETRO: We’re not going to schedule a public
hearing at this time until we close out SEQRA so until
we get the drainage report back into the hands of Mark
and the board, I don’t know that we can go much

further.

MR. DUBALDI: This is not part of the record, is it?
MR. YANOSH: No.

(Whereupon, Mr. Van Leeuwen entéred the room.)
MR. KRIEGER: Are you asking has a proxy been filed?
MS. MASON: Yes.

MR. KRIEGER: Secondly, when was this application
filed, what date was it received?

MR. EDSALL: I have the application dated 21st of June,
1994. ‘ V :

MR. KRIEGER: On this parcel?.
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MS. MASON: I have August 8th.

MR. EDSALL: Was there a revised application because of
the number of lots, is that what happened?

MR. KRIEGER: This instant application is in.
MS. MASON: That is the only one I have.

MR. EDSALL: What they did was they signed it June 21
and apparently it took from then till August 8 to be
received by the town. So if you look at the notary on
the back, that is when they filled it out was June 21.

MS. MASON: All the receipts for the money received and
the application itself was August 8.

MR. KRIEGER: Okay, my concern is with respect to time
periods, the town law requires that a hearing date be
set and one of two things can happen. If the board
doesn’t have sufficient information, it either acts to
reject this application which means they have to start
all over again or the applicant can agree to waive the
time period so as to permit the process to go forward.
Customarily, such a waiver has been a waiver until
further notice but absent a waiver, I would advise the

‘board to at this point to vote to reject the

application unless--
MR. VAN LEEUWEN: We have no choice.

MR. LANDER: You said that we can ask him to waive that
time period.

MR. KRIEGER: Yes, there are separate time periods
forth in the town law, if the time periods are exceeded
then an applicant has the right to go to court and say
regardless of what the Planning Board wants, I want
your court to order them to approve the subdivision
because of exceeding the time and that such
applications have been successful in the past.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Can I add something to that? I don’t
want to act until we have a letter signed by the
applicant in the file.
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MR. PETRO: We have a proxy.

MR. YANOSH: Isn’t that after SEQRA has been
determined? )

MR. KRIEGER: There are a number of time periods, this
is not the last time period involved but it is the
first one that comes up in the Town Law. And
considering--

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: 1Isn’t there some litigation involved?

MR. KRIEGER: The litigation involves the neighboring
subdivision.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: One in the sanme.

MR. KRIEGER: Developed by the same proposed developer
of this subdivision. There has been an attempt on the
part of that subdivider to link the drainage, this was
discussed before you came in, link the drainage of one
lot to another in the course of that litigation that
application or that attempt has been rejected. But the
drainage calculations that were submitted in connection

with that litigation apparently are also supposed to--

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Normally, in the past what we have
done, wait until the litigation is over.

MR. KRIEGER: The litigation that is ongoing is with
respect to the neighboring subdivision. It’s not
directly with respect to this one. 1It’s fairly on in
the process at this point if the applicant is willing
to waive the time period to allow the application.

This application to go forward, I don’t see any problem
with the Planning Board doing certainly until that
litigation is resolved, I would advise the board not to
consider final approval of this.

MR. PETRO: Do we have the proxy from Dan Yanosh to
represent this application?

MS. MASON:- We have two, one from Mrs. Rakowiecki
authorizing Park Road Construction and one from Ed4
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Biagini authorizing Dan Yanosh.

MR. LANDER: Andrew, let me rephrase my question. Can
we afford him the chance to waive that time limit at
this point?

MR. KRIEGER: Yes. That is one of the options, yes.
MR. LANDER: Well, Mr. Yanosh--

MR. YANOSH: There’s no problem with waiving, I just
never, you know, I have done subdivisions, I know that

there’s a timeframe after SEQRA, there’s a timeframe
after public hearing, I have no problem with waiting.

MR. KRIEGER: There is a timeframe after the Health
Department approval, there are a number of time frames
that are set forth, not only in the local law but state
law.

MR. YANOSH:
timeframe o

There’s no problem with waiving the
the approval.

EGER: We’ll consider that waiver to be in force
unless and until you or your principal says dlfferently

to keep going through this repeatedly.

MR. YANOSH: I’m in no position to say let’s vote on it
tonight, that is for sure. I’ve just never seen that
happen before.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I think maybe we as a board should go
out and take a look see what the problems are.

MR. LANDER: I think so too.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Let’s go out and take a look see what
the problems are.

MR. LANDER: Dan, we have on the map existing house off
Station Road on lot 27.

MR. YANOSH: Yes, that is where Mrs. Rakowiecki lives
today. '
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MR. LANDER: So we can probably go through that end.

MR. YANOSH: What we have attempted to do, the drainage
study shows to take whatever drainage that we’re going
to use from this proposed subdivision up here and we
size our pipes big enough to handle down Ashley, down
through one of the lots over here, reroute the drainage
through a different spot, enlarge the piping and take
care of it that way. Comments back from Mark’s office,
yes, we’ll address all those comments.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: What we have got to do check see
what’s going on downstream, Dan.

MR. YANOSH: We’ve done that, the study was done for
this submission, approved by the board and everybody.
Back then, some of the pipe sizes were not right. I
have no idea. I’m not an engineer. There’s a design
problem down in here. We’re trying to take care of
that problem with Mark. The lawsuit is in litigation,
part of our solution is to take care of some of the
drainage and pipe it off a different way and take care
of the situation. We’re working on it, as soon as I
get comments back, we’ll take care, we’ll work with the
board.

"MR. KRIEGER: 1In connection with the lawsuit, it has

not been determined, it’s not necessarily a design
problem. It may be an execution problem, that is still
somewhat up in the air.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I don’t know too much about it, I
really didn’t know at first who even owned it.

MR. PETRO: Okay, noted for the minutes, the bulk table
is incorrect and still reflects central sewer. This
should be corrected. There’s also some other
housekeeping comments on Mark’s comments, you can take
care of them.

MR. EDSALL: If I can add something else, again given
some difficulty with the scale, I think what we need is
a blowup as well. The one I refer to in my comments

‘are relative to lot 2 because I’m not quite sure what

some of these rectangular shaped items are, if they are
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building structures, accessory buildings along the
property line between 1 and 2. You may have setback
problems so we need to have dimensions from the
proposed line to all of these items and they should be
identified as to what they are.

MR. PETRO: Looks like again we have another house or
something right on the property line of lot number 3
there so obviously, we can’t create a property line and
create a non-conforming.

MR. EDSALL: For the overall survey, the scale is fine

- but wherever sanitaries, wells or structures are

involved, we need to have that blown up so we can use
it.

MR. YANOSH: No problem.

MR. PETRO: Before we schedule a public hearing, I
really feel that the board should have some more
information on the drainage because there’s going to be
people here, you can come that night and say it’s not
completed yet, I want to have that put to bed so to
speak and we’ll schedule a public hearing.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I’d like to see the board go out and

‘take a look.

MR. PETRO: We can schedule a site visit and would you
or your applicant like to be at that site visit, that
can be arranged?

MR. STENT: Did Mark say that the drainage problem is
going to to be inherent as part of this application?
Did you say that the drainage has something to do with
this application at the same time?

MR. EDSALL: I know that the drainage problem that is
being discussed in connection with the litigation
apparently involved discussions for this. Andy
indicates that they have separate the two issues which
it may be fine as far as the court’s concerned but we
still need the drainage report. I didn’t know that
they are tied together.
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MR. KRIEGER: Basically, what the situation is there
was a proposal by the subdivider who is one in the same
that the, in connection with a proposed drainage
solution for the other lawsuit, that that drainage be
also guaranteed by the Town Engineer to be enough
drainage to handle this site as well. That was
rejected and that is off the table. It was 1nd1cated
that the town would do no such thing. So they have
apparently sized that proposed drainage which is not in
that proposed drainage to allow them to make an
argument before this board in connection with that
subdivision, that that drainage is adequate to handle
the drainage. Whether such an argument is made or has
any validity, 'I don’t know.

MR. STENT: We can’t act on anything until that problem
is solved. '

MR. YANOSH: So we’re going to wait for a letter from
Mark’s office agreeing with our drainage report, if
everything is satisfied that way I guess then we can
come back.

MR. EDSALL: My information now is that Dick McGoey,
who is representing the town relative to the drainage
issues being discussed in this area, that the responses

‘"have already been issued to the original report and

we’re now in fact waiting for a new report back.
MR. YANOSH: I haven’t gotten anything back.

MR. PETRO: On the map, can you show me where the house
and sanitary system for lot 3 is?

MR. YANOSH: 1It’s shown up in here (indicating).

MR. PETRO: Fire approval on 2/22/95. Let’s get
something on the drainage and we’ll see you at the next

meeting. Meantime, we’ll set up a site visit. You’ll
be notified and you’re welcome to join us. Thank you.



. . O Main Office

45 Quassaick Ave. (Route 9W)

) New Windsor, New York 12553
(914) 562-8640
O Branch Office
507 Broad Street
McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL 7 Broad St e
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. (717) 296-2765
RICHARD D. McGOEY, P.E.
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E.
MARK J. EDSALL, P.E.
JAMES M. FARR, P.E.
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR
PLANNING BOARD
REVIEW COMMENTS
REVIEW NAME: RAKOWIEKI (PARK ROAD CONSTRUCTION) SUBDIVISION

PROJECT LOCATION: OFF ASHLEY COURT (BEAVER DAM LAKE AREA)
SECTION 57-BLOCK 1-LOT 88.2

PROJECT NUMBER: 94-21

DATE: 22 FEBRUARY 1995

DESCRIPTION: THE APPLICATION PROPOSES THE SUBDIVISION OF A
151.7 +/- ACRE PARCEL INTO THREE (3) SINGLE-FAMILY
LOTS. THE PLAN WAS PREVIOUSLY REVIEWED AT THE
25 JANUARY 1995 PLANNING BOARD MEETING.

1. The revised plan now proposed an on-site sanitary disposal system for Lot 1. This
sanitary system appears to be exactly 200 foot from a proposed well for an adjoining lot
off Ashley Court. Given the scale (1" = 100°) for this "detail Lot 1", and my
unfamiliarity with the accuracy of the aerial topography shown, I am not prepared to
accept the sanitary system placement. A more detailed plan of this area should be
submitted.

2. The bulk table indicated for Lot 1 is incorrect in that it still reflects central sewer. This
should be corrected.

3. The Applicant has indicated designs for the proposed sanitary systems for proposed
Lots 1 and 3. The Board should determine whether soil testing must be witnessed by a
representative of our office.

4, As is indicated in the Applicant’s Surveyor’s response letter, a drainage report has been
prepared by the project engineer to address drainage concerns in this area. In a separate
memorandum from our office dated 13 February 1995, comment has been made with
regard to this drainage report. This remains an open issue which should be resolved. In
connection with this matter, I believe the Planning Board has not yet received all the
information they have requested relative to the SEQRA review. As such, although you
are the Lead Agency at this time, I do not believe you have sufficient information to
reach any conclusions with regard to environmental significance.

Licensed in New York, New Jersey and Pennsytvania
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PLANNING BOARD
REVIEW COMMENTS
PAGE 2

REVIEW NAME: RAKOWIEKI (PARK ROAD CONSTRUCTION) SUBDIVISION
PROJECT LOCATION: OFF ASHLEY COURT (BEAVER DAM LAKE AREA)

SECTION 57-BLOCK 1-LOT 88.2

PROJECT NUMBER: 94-21
DATE: 22 FEBRUARY 1995

In my previous review comments I noted that further subdivision is proposed at this site.
As such, I suggested that the Board review, with the Applicant, concept drawings for the
anticipated future subdivision. It is my understanding from a review of the Surveyor’s
transmittal letter that a concept drawing has been submitted for review. The Board should
review this plan with the Applicant at this meeting.

The Planning Board should determine if a Public Hearing will be necessary for this
minor subdivision, or if same can be waived per Paragraph 4.B of the Subdivision
Regulations.

At such time that the Planning Board has made further review of this application, farther
engineering reviews and comments will be made, as deemed necessary by the Board.
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PARK ROAD CONSTRUCTION SUBDIVISION (94-~21) STATION ROAD

Mr. Dan Yanosh appeared before the board for this
proposal. ' '

MR. PETRO: Okay, proceed.

MR. YANOSH: We were here, Frances Rakowiecki owns 151
acre parcel on Station Road, it abuts Ashley Court,
Ridgeview Road and Park Road Construction is handling
the subdivision. Lot number one which abuts Ashley
Court and Ridgeview Road is a 34.4 acre parcel of land.
Lot number 2 has existing barn and house that is 97
acres and lot number 3 would be 18 acres, which is the
rest of the frontage along Station Road which the new
house will be built on and this is similar to the one

‘before, we showed the subdivision here on lot number

one. What we’re doing now just quick and easy just cut
off lot 1, 2 and 3 so we can get on to subdividing lot
number one, Mrs. Rakowiecki can retain ownership of 2
and lot 3 she has a buyer for lot number 3 so instead
of waiting for the whole process, we’d like to do a 3
lot subdivision and in the future resubdivide 1lot
number one.

MR. PETRO: As far as lot number one is concerned, just

~say not for residential use at this time. The Town of

New Windsor doesn’t accept that as a classified use so
you’re going to have to show it as a building lot and
show the sewer either tie into the sewer or going to
have to show a sanitary system location on the map as
well as water supply or well location.

MR. BABCOCK: Dan, one thing further on that depending
on the sewer availability or water availability depends
on the lot size so when you are doing your tables on
lot size, that is what we need to do. If you are going
to do septic, it’s one acre.

MR. YANOSH: No, we discussed this before, I’ve got a
letter in to the town, he’s going to buy the sewer
capacity from Majestic Weaving so that is still in the
process. I guess we’re still negotiating, the town is
working too on numbers and gallonages and things like
that so that will be concerned with lot number one,
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okay, so we’re going tie into the sewers for lot number
one. .

MR. BABCOCK: But now, that is the whole question is

right now.

MR. YANOSH: I‘11 have to check oh that then, okay.
MR. BABCOCK: We know in the future you’re going to
extend the sewer line up Ashley into this property but

right now, are you going to run a lateral down that for
one house? :

MR. YANOSH: - 1’11 haveito check. We propose at the
end of Ridgeview, we might be able to connect in
quicker. :

MR. BABCOCK: You might have to show a disposal system.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Absolutely, you have to show it on
lot number 3.

MR. YANOSH: There’s a septic design for lot number 3,

wWe’ve taken care of that. There is a manhole on

Ashley, we might be able to extend it.

'MR. VAN LEEUWEN: They will not let you.

MR. YANOSH: Yes, a lateral, you’re right, okay.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: They won’t let you.

MR. YANOSH: Just a lateral.

MR. PETRO: As far as the wetlands on the map go, I
mean obviously, there’s nothing that is going to
encroach on the house itself, this overlay is from a
field, done from a field or from a larger map?

MR. YANOSH:  Federal wetlands field.

MR. PETRO: You have done it yourself?

MR. YANOSH: Yes, the first plan had us buying this
section up here in front and this finger going down



January 2’ 1995 ~ ‘ . - 9

this wéy,-if you can remember, we found that that was
wet in there, that is why we changed the layout and the
property. - ,

MR. PETRO: You said federal wetlands?

MR. YANOSH: Yes, this is something that we would like
in the future, that lot, Ashley coming up, there’s your
wetlands strip right in there we’re able to fill an
acre under the permit applications.

MR. DUBALDI: Ydu're not going to disturb the wetlands
at all?

MR. YANOSH: This application, no.

MR. DUBALDI: With this application, you’re not going

to disturd the wetlands at all?

MR. YANOSH: No, that is right

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Why can’t we have this line go from
this corner to this corner? Why have the line going
like this?

MR. YANOSH: There are fields, this is a cornfield,

‘this is a field, this is a field. The original plan

that we had the line was drawn up in here and we were

‘going to take this long L strip piece of property, we

found that this was federal wetlands so we decided we

couldn’t buy that because it was a wetland area, we did
want to go this way, but it encroaches into one of the
fields. She wants to keep her fields for farming for a
few more years. We went up to the stone wall, there is
a natural boundary of a stone wall that was the layout.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Well, I can’t see why he can’t come
from number 184.23 straight down. That is what I just
asked him, okay. :

MR. PETRO: Instead of?

"MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Going along stone wall fences, it

really makes a much--he’s got two jogs in there this
way there wouldn’t be, it would be straight across, I’d
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rather see it that way. I think it looks nicer for a
subdivision.

MR. YANOSH: This stone wall separates cultivated
fields, there’s a stone wall right here, this is an
open field and Mrs. Rakowiecki did not want to sell any
of her cultivating fields. It was a hard enough time
getting her to sell this open field right here. She
didn’t want us, we did have a line going through here
but she didn’t 1like it.

MR. PETRO: As opposed to this jog right here?

MR. DUBALDI: You said she wanted to keep it for a
certain period? '

MR. YANOSH: She’s still farming it.
MR. VAN LEEUWEN: She doesn’t have cattle.
MR. YANOSH: 1It’s cornfields up in there right now.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Well, I think you should discuss it
with them. ' ’

MR. YANOSH: Ed was'discussing it with her at one time.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Makes a much nicer looking plan.

MR. YANOSH: It would but whatever she wants to sell,
we’re looking to buy, she’s looking to sell. 1It’s just
the agreement. I can put it to her that the board
would like to see it that way.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Don’t you think so?

MR. PETRO: I agree, it would be nicer. I don’t think
it’s imperative but I would suggest that we’re not
going to take action, he can go back and talk to her
and find out maybe she would agree. It’s a request of
the board. o

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: That is all I meant it to be, a
request. : :
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MR. YANOSH: Okay.

MR.;PETRO{ ‘Are you familiar ﬁithrthe off~site problems

that are--

MR. YANOSH: Yes, we'’re addre351ng them right now. We

‘have plans to take--what we’re doing now is we have

done calculations already for this new drainage up here
on all this new stuff, we’re going to put on the map
taking it down this way right here, cutting across the
lots that she owns and going into the strean.

HR, PETRO: You realiZe'thefe's”probleﬁs off-site
created by drainage from this area?

MR. YANOSH: Yeah, it’s something that is not related
to this, it’s related to this approval but we’re
addressing it, yes, we’re taking care of all that
stuff. ' '

MR. PETRO: I would suggest this also to you. Mark has
a number of comments, I think one also should be
addressed, get that straightened out on the map, find
out about the property line. Do a location of the
house and everything on lot one and I would also like
to see a little more direction of what'’s happening with

"the off-site drainage, I know you just said that you

are worklng on it, maybe at the next meeting some memos
or some studies for the board.

MR. PETRO: I think we can take lead agency.

MR. DUBALDI: Make a motion we take lead agency under
SEQRA. o

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I think it’s a little early yet.
MR. YANOSH: 1It’s only a 3 lot subdivision.

MR. PETRO: We’re giving them some direction, plus-I
just-- ‘ ’ :

‘MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Second it.

VHR. PETRO:V Motion has been ﬁade'éhd seconded that the
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New Windsor Planning Board declare itself ieéd‘agency

on the Rakowiecki subdivision. Is there any further

‘discussion from the board members? If not, roll call.

ROLL CALL

MR. VAN LEEUWEN  AYE
MR. DUBALDI AYE
MR. PETRO AYE

MR. BABCOCK: One comment I have is that you should
check to see where the sewer line is. I’m talking
about - property lines, whether you’re in the sewer
district or not with this property, theré's sewer

" district boundary lines. Certain properties are in the
‘sewer district and certain properties aren’t. I don’‘t

know where this is, that is right there somewhere, the
line is. :

MR. YAHOSH: Do you havé a map in your office?

MR. BABCOCK: Yes.

MR. YANOSH: 1I’11 stop by in a day or two.

MR. PETRO: Thank you.

e e e e
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LICENSED LAND SURVEYOR
Route 302, P.O. Box 320
Circleville, N.Y. 10919

Daniel P. Yanosh, L.L.S. Tel: 914-361-4700
Kevin J. Wild, L.L.S. Fax: 914-361-4722

February 10, 1895

Mark J. Edsall, P.E.
Planniag Board Engineer
Town of New Windsor

555 Union Avenue

New Windsor, New York 12553

RE: Rakowieki (Park Road Construction) Subdivision
Project # 84-21

Dear Mark:

As per your comment letter dated January 25, 1995, and the
Planning Board meeting of January 2b, 1995, enclosed are revised
plans with the following items addressed.

la. Lot # 1 now shows a proposed house, well and septic system.
Perceolation and deep test pits were done in the field on
March 8th 1994. The results of these tests and the septic
design are shown on Sheet 2 of 2.

1b. No comment necessary.
ic. No comment necessary.

1d. No comment necessary.

le. No disturbance of the Federal Wetlands area is proposed at
this time. At such time that the residential subdivision of
Lot # 1 commences, we will make application to the Army
Corps of Engineers to verify our location, and will at that
time apply for permission to fill up to the 1 Acre allowed

by law.
The drainage problems with the Mecca Drive-Park Road
development are presently being addressed. Plans, and a

drainage report, prepared by Victor H. Erikson, P.E., has
been submitted to the Town for their review and comments.
This new drainage design will be able to handle the future
development of Lot # 1 when it is developed.

2. A new proxy statement is enclosed which authorized myself to
represent the applicant at the Planning Board meetings.

2. A new short form E.A.F. is enclosed.
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A ¢dncept dréwing fbr the future de?élopment of Lot # 1 is
enclosed for review. : ' :

The Planning Board at their January 25th, 1995 meeting
declared themselves Lead Agency under the SEQRA process.

No comment necessary.

¥dniel P. Ygnmosh L.L.S.

cC:

Ed Biagini
Victor H. Erikson

elw/L-93054
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ANDREW S. KRIEGER ‘
ATTORNEY AT LAW
219 QUASSAICK AVENUE
SOUIRE SHOPPING CENTER, SUITE 3

NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 12553
(914) 562-2333

November 14, 1994

James Petro, Chairman

New Windsor Planning Board
555 Union Avenue

New Windsor, NY 12553

Re: Grove Homes
Dear Jim:

For your information and that of the members of the
Planning Board, there is litigation presently pending in
the Orange County Supreme Court between the Town and Park
Road Corp. whose principal is Edward Biagini. This 1liti-
gation concerns the subdivision entitled Grove Homes which
subdivision was approved by this Board in 1991. The under-
signed has been appointed to represent the Town in this
litigation.

The questions in this litigation involve the drainage
on the site. It is the position of the Town Engineer and
the Town that the drainage as it exists on this site departs
radically from the drainage called for in the subdivision
approved by this Board and that this departure has caused
drainage systems that were approved by the Planning Board
to become wholly inadequate and has caused serious and ex-
tensive damage to roadways and properties in the subdivision.
Mr. Biagini seeks to have the Supreme Court order the Town
of New Windsor to issue a certificate of occupancy to him
for one of the lots in the subdivision without requiring
him to take any steps to comply with the subdivision or the
directions of the Town Engineer or building inspector.

On information and belijief Mr. Biagini(bossibly through
a corporate entitz)has or will shortly propose a subdivision
of lands directly ‘adjacent to the Grove Homes subdivision.
Also on information and belief this new proposed subdivision
will call for the drainage of its lands into the drainage
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system of the Grove Homes sdbdiviéion'ﬁhich is the subject of

the present litigation. Since it is the p051t10n of the Town
that the dralnage system as it now exists in the Grove Homes
subdivision is inadequate, the serious consideration of this
Board is urged before any approval is glven to Mr. Biagini to
further burden this drainage system.

I have asked the Planning secretary to make copies of
this letter available to the members of the Planning Board
and I ask that any of you who have any questions contact me
at my office and I will be happy to answer any such questions.

Thank you. '

Very trﬁly you
ANDREW S. KRIEGER

{v

ASK:mmt
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RAKOWIEKI, FRANCES SUBDIVISI@QTATEION ROAD

‘Daniel Yanosh appeared before the board for this

proposal.

MR. YANOSH: This 1s Rakowieki, Mrs. Rakowieki is the
owner of 151 acre parcel of land, R-3 Zone, runs mostly
on Station Road. It does have access to Ashley Court
which is in the Mecca subdivision, also Ridgeview Road,
which is older previously approved subdivisions. Park
Road Construction is the subdivider. The initial
intent is to extend Ashley Court up through, extend
Ridgeview Road up in and connect the loop right around
through here. Lots 1 through 9 would have frontage on
the new proposed road, all of them would be in the area
of three quarters of an acre and one lot 5 is short by
a few square feet. We can change that. Zoning for the
area is 3/4 of an acre. The remainder of the property,
lot number ten, would be for future subdivision. Park
Road Construction has a contract to buy the entire
parcel here, this is a total of 40 acres, lots 1
through 10, which is what Park Road Construction would
be buying this whole piece in here. This is most of
the wooded area of the lot extends through here, anyway
most of this area in here is all of the fields, she
still wanted to control that. Lot number 11 will

contain the existing house and barn that is on the

farm. Lot number 12 which would have major frontage on
Station Road it is proposed for single-family house and
detail for that will be shown over here. The services
for the proposed road in this area up here next to
Mecca will be drilled wells and sanitary sewer. Park
road is in contract and discussion to purchase
additional sewer capacity from the Majestic Weaving and
when that all gets into effect, we’ll be working on
that plan as it goes along.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: How many lots is he subdividing
immediately?

MR. PETRO: Ten. Mark, just refresh my memory
slightly, this Ashley Court down here, is that the one

of the hot spots, water problem on that cul-de-sac
there? ‘
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MR. EDSALL: Very coincidentally, there was a meeting
Tuesday, yesterday, relative to the Park Road
Construction Corporation subdivision which is currently
not dedicated to the town to my knowledge, but in fact
is the road named Ashley Court up on the top right.
The extension of that road is the subdivision and we
currently are experiencing drainage problems. This in
an area of that subdivision. So as you’ll note in my
comments, one of the issues I believe has to be

-resolved either from changes to the Park Road

subdivision or if it requires changes in
interconnections to this subdivision, that should
occur.

MR. YANOSH: I think all the drainage there, in the
manner that the proposed road will drain from the top
of Ridgeview all the way arcund back down towards
Ashley so improvements will have to be done along
Ashley to connect everything together.

MR. EDSALL: I believe if I am correct, the gentleman
who is the applicant on this application, same
gentleman as the other ongoing subdivision, he appears
to have some hesitancy in putting piping and
improvements in Ashley Court. I can only see this as

making the situation worse.

MR. YANOSH: If we’re going to take care of this
drainage downhill this way, we’re going to have to
improve it somehow. There’s an easement in the back
behind some of the lots and he still has ownership of
this lot and this lot here, I think.

MR. EDSALL: You were at that meeting, Jim, so I
believe that would lead us to believe that the catch
basins that may not be necessary solely for Ashley may
not be absolutely necessary if they intend to extend
the road so I would so advise.

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Get together with our engineer and
come up with some.

MR. YANOSH: There’s no problem there.

MR. EDSALL: Ed Biagini is already getting together
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with Dick Mc Goey, Dan can pass on the board’s concern
that they not avoid the inevitable.

MR. PETRO: This just puts icing on the cake, if they
had any question about it before, it’s been answered.

MR. EDSALL: He should go ahead and come up with that
design.

MR. PETRO: If you get a copy of Mark’s comments, here,
a lot of these you can deal with Mark, such as the
cul-de-sac, how you’re going to eliminate it and we
don’t need to be involved with that.

MR. DUBALDI: I think the lot numbers should be
clarified a little bit too. I see tens are all over
the place.

MR. YANOSH: What we show is--

MR. DUBALDI: I see a lot ten here and there’s another
lot ten.

MR. YANOSH: He numbered the, we’re starting here 1, 2,
3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10.

MR. DUBALDI: So 11 and 12 are not going to have sewer?

MR. YANOSH: Correct, 11 has existing dwellings and
septic and lot 12 will have a septic and well.

MR. PETRO: You have done perc test and you’re trying
to get into the sewer?

MR. YANOSH: We tried to do percs and they wouldn’t--

MR. PETRO: There are still points available from
Majestic?

MR. YANOSH: Yes.
MR. PETRO: Do we want to go further?

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: I think those things should be
cleared up.
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MR. YANOSH: Sketch plan looks okay, there’s no--

MR. PETRO: Conceptually, I don’t have any problem with
it, as long as everything else works out, as far as the

sewer and drainage drainage is a big thing. 1It’s the
people down towards Mecca Drive and Ashley Court
already are full of water, that is for sure. Anything

else, Henry, Ron?
MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Not at this moment.

MR. EDSALL: Just a concept plan for preliminary and
we’d want all the improvements shown.

MR. YANOSH: Sure.

MR. PETRO: I told him I didn’t have a problem. Any
other members, do you want to vote on it?

MR. EDSALL: I’'m saying I have no problem as concept
plan but we have got to make sure that the applicant
hears through Dan the fact that they’ve got a lot more
information to provide.

MR. HANOSH: Oh, yes.
MR. VAN LEEUWEN: Have you got the engineer’s comments?

MR. YANOSH: Yes, got them here, I just got them
tonight. ‘

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: If we get them straightened out.

MR. PETRO: I can tell you anything is possible to
have, we might be having a public hearing on this
subdivision and if that is going to be the case, I’1l1
assure you that you are going to--

MR. EDSALL: We have to.

MR. PETRO: You will have a room full of people because
of the problems. So I really suggest that the homework
is done on the drainage. Did I say that correct?
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MR. VAN LEEUWEN: You stated that one correctly.

MR. EDSALL: Very well.

MR. YANOSH: Can you give me a pdint‘bf reference? I’m

‘not from the area, people live on Ridgeview Road, I

drive in this area, do you think they are going to come
out and discuss traffic problems?

MR. VAN LEEUWEN: The room will be full.

MR. PETRO: Mostly from Mecca Drive up towards Ashley

"Court, lot of problems, put the big ditch down there.

There’s a lot of headaches.

MR. YANOSH: We’ll get that underway then, take care of
it, thank you. ‘
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. . O Main Office

45 Quassaick Ave. (Route 9W)

a New Windsor, New York 12553
(914) 562-8640
PC 0O Branch Office
507 Broad Street
McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL Mmorg,):ennf;vania 18337
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. (717) 296-2765

RICHARD D. McGOEY, P.E.
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E.
MARK J. EDSALL, P.E.
JAMES M. FARR, P.E.

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR
PLANNING BOARD
REVIEW COMMENTS

REVIEW NAME: RAKOWIEKI MAJOR SUBDIVISION
PROJECT LOCATION: OFF ASHLEY COURT
(ADJOINING PARK ROAD CONSTRUCTION CORP.

SUBDIVISION)
PROJECT NUMBER:

DATE: 0" AUGUST 1994

DESCRIPTION: THE APPLICATION PROPOSES THE SUBDIVISION OF A
151.7 +/- ACRE PARCEL INTO TEN (10) SINGLE-FAMILY
RESIDENTIAL LOTS. THE PLAN WAS REVIEWED ON A
CONCEPT BASIS ONLY.

1. The project appears to be located within the R-3 Zoning District. It adjoins the R-4
Zoning District and the division line is depicted on Sheet 2 of the drawings.

2. The project is proposed with central (Town) sewer and individual wells. The "required”
bulk information shown on Sheet 2 appears correct for this zone and use classification.

Each lot appears to comply with the minimum bulk requirements, with the exception of
Lot 5 which appears to indicate insufficient lot area.

3. The Board should review the concept layout of the proposed subdivision, which
interconnects Ashley Court with Ridge View Road. A field review of this application
may be appropriate.

4, As part of a conceptual review of the plan, I note the following:

a. The status of the Ashley Court and related roadway improvements should be
determined. I believe these roads have not yet been dedicated to the Town. The
status of the infrastructure improvements should also be determined.

b. The filed location of the right-of-way to this property from Ashley Court should
be verified into the records.

Licensed in New York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania
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" TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR
PLANNING BOARD

REVIEW COMMENTS
PAGE 2

REVIEW NAME: RAKOWIEKI MAJOR SUBDIVISION
PROJECT LOCATION:  OFF ASHLEY COURT '

(ADJOINING PARK ROAD CONSTRUCTION CORP.
SUBDIVISION)

PROJECT NUMBER:  94-21

DATE:
c.
d
e.
f.
g
S.

—— - -

10 AUGUST 1994

‘The Applicémt should be reminded that the Town of New Windsor is currently

under a Sewer Moratorium. As such, if this application is to proceed with the
proposed (new) sewer collection lines, other methods to permit the sewer
extension (such as capacity purchase from the Majestic Weaving District) should
be identified into the record.

The Board should note the proposed future roads and, specifically, the length of
the future cul-de-sac roadways.

It is my understanding that drainage problems currently exist in the Park Road
Construction Corp. subdivision. As such, these should be investigated as part of
this subdivision to determine if additional improvements are required or if those
problems will effect this proposed subdivision.

It should be determined if any additional improvements are required on Ridge
View Road to bring same to adequate condition for extension into this subdivision.

The appropriate manner for abandonment of the cul-de-sac of Ashley Court, once
this road is "looped” should be determined.

The Applicant has submitted a Short Environmental Assessment Form for this application.
It is my opinion that this application form is inadequate for this size project. As such,
I recommend that the Board request a completed Full Environmental Assessment Form
for the SEQRA application.



" TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR
PLANNING BOARD

REVIEW COMMENTS
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REVIEW NAME:  RAKOWIEKI MAJOR SUBDIVISION
PROJECT LOCATION: OFF ASHLEY COURT ) |
B (ADJOINING PARK ROAD CONSTRUCTION CORP,

: , S SUBDIVISION)
PROJECT NUMBER: 94-21 :
DATE: 10 AUGUST 1994

6. Once the Planning Board has completed their concept review of this application and
further detailed plans are received, I will be pleased to continue my detailed review of
the project. - '
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SUBDIVISION FEES - TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR

MAJOR SUBDIVISION FEES:
APPLICATION FEE. .« .uvueuenennsnensonnonncenconnnanns

ESCROW:
RESIDENTIAL:

'150.00

L‘ LOTS@].S0.00 (FIRST4LOTS)...--...........-..-$ 00’00
£ LOTS @ 75.00 (ANY OVER 4 LOTS)ceeceecnaaen ceeas$ op 00

COMMERCIAL:
LOTS @ 400.00 (FIRST 4 LOTS)ceececctnsoccsassasah

—————

LOTS @ 200.00 (ANY OVER 4 LOTS).cccecercencccsess$

TOTAL ESCROW DUE....$ /0O 0O

X ® X X X %X X % kX kx ¥ ¥ * * * X X X X X kX * * ¥ * *k X

APPROVAL FEES MAJOR SUBDIVISION:

PRE~PRELIMINARY PLAT APPROVAL...cecececeocenonsn ceeee$
PRELIMINARY PLAT APPROVAL (150.00 OR 15.00/LOT).....$
FINAL PLAT APPROVAL ($100.00 + $5.00/LOT).cc.ece.. .o
FINAL PLAT SECTION FEE...eveeeeeenannne ettt .. $
BULK LAND TRANSFER...($100.00)...ceveuue. Ceeeeeeens .$

TOTAL SUBDIVISION APPROVAL FEES......$

* * * *x Kk k* kX x Xk Xk * k k X kx * X X *k %k *x k *k *x *x *x *
f

RECREATION FEES:

__ _LOTS @ $1000.00 PER LOT...ccvoereeeenscanacscnns $
* % * X *x X% *x *x *x *x *x *x X kx X* Kk *x *k * *x kX *x *x *x *x *x X
THE FOLLOWING CHARGES ARE TO BE DEDUCTED FROM ESCROW:
PLANNING BOARD ENGINEER FEES......ccvc... .
PLANNING BOARD ATTORNEY FEES........ cereeeens ceeeaes $

MINUTES OF MEETINGS...... U |
OTHERno ------- LR IR A I I I R A B A 2 A ) ® % s e e e s see s e e $

2% OF REMAINDER OF ABOVE: . v eeeeceonoens s e e ee..$

TOTAL INSPECTION FEE DUE:...c.ccccccecceec-$

X X X X % x

100.00

150.00

X % %k x % %

* k X*x % X %

* % *x % %X %X



TO®N OF NEW WINBSOR
555 UNION AVENUE
NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 12553

NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD REVIEW FORM

TO: FIRE INSPECTOR, D.0O.T., WATER, SEWER, HIGHWAY

PLEASE RETURN COMPLETED FORM TO:

MYRA MASON, SECRETARY FOR THE PLANNING BOARD

PLANNING BOARD FILE NUMBER: 94- 21
4

paTE prLaN REcEIvEp: RECEIVED JAN 4 1995 Rev(,

The maps and plans for the Site Approval

Subdivision . as submitted by
- for the building or subdivision of
G 5 ekl
fenca s ) \ akob\)\(\(. has been
vl

reviewed by me and is approved
dizapprowsed .
Foved, please Tist Treason

I=HTEpprove . 3 R : <
Nele V5 00 Sown wWete e A0,

o -

HIGHWAY SUPERINTENDENT

HS\_CUQ,C\}h O CVN/\LU*

WATER SUPERINTENDENT

SANITARY SUPERINTENDENT  DATE

Ry



INTER-OFF ICE CORRESPONDENCE

TO: Town Planﬁiné Board
FROM: Town Fire Inspector Robert F. Rodgers ,C.C.A.
-DATE: 16 Januéry 1996

SUBJECT: ﬁakowieki Subdivision

Planning Board Reference Number: PB-94-21
Dated: 4 January 1996
Fire Prevention Reference Number: FP5-96~007

A review of the above referenced subdivision plan was
conducted on 12 January 192%26.

This subdivision plan is acceptable.

Plans Dated: 13 December 1995 Revision &

. Rodgers, C.C.A.
Fire Inspector i

RFR/dh



TO'N OF NEW WINQSOR

SSSUNKNQAVENUE
NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 12553

NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD REVIEW FORM

TO: FIRE INSPECTOR, D.O.T., WATER, SEWER, ‘HIGHWAY'

PLEASE RETURN COMPLETED FORM TO:

MYRA MASON, SECRETARY FOR THE PLANNING BOARD

PLANNING 'BOARD FILE NUMBER'_’QA 2_1

DATE PLAN RECEIVED: RECEIVED JAN 4 1996 Re,v. L

The maps and plans for the Site Apprpval

Subdivision b//// as submitted by

for the building or subdivision of

has been
reviewed by me and is approved V/ ,
disapproved - .
If disapproved, please list reason
o/-/7-7
SUPERINTENDENT - DATE
WATER SUPERINTENDENT DATE

SANITARY SUPERINTENDENT — DATE



. . O Main Office

. ) 45 Quassaick Ave. (Route 9W)
& New Windsor, New York 12553
: (914) 562-8640

O Branch Office

McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL 400 Broad Street

Milford, Pennsylvania 18337
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. (717) 296-2765

RICHARD D. McGOEY, P.E.
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E.
MARK J. EDSALL, P.E.

PLANNING BOARD WORK SESSION
RECORD OF APPEARANCE

-
‘/VILLAGE OF ,{_({/6142 QZ ANS0 L P/B # 9}/— Z//

WORK SESSION DATE: Q D€C ?5 APPLICANT RESUB.
REQUIRED:

REAPPEARANCE AT W/o REQUESTED: A Zg

PROJECT NAME: A k DLy yja:

PROJECT STATUS: NEW % OLD _)S;___n

REPRESENTATIVE PRESENT: 04 A

MUMIC REPS PRESENT: BLDG INSP. & rnk
FIRE INSP. _X
ENGINEER X
PLANNER
b/B CHMN.
OTHER (Specify)

ITEMS TCO BE ADDRESSED ON RESUEM%TTAL:

, o Bivel gt A M inae @z
,’AJI/ l. rfal& ) : N2 2 D42 A A
14 P . \u BAY . p / Mr.!: l t.{_

N— f@i%"y:‘c?vﬁ.ks-éix Ls‘f J chw c/[})

- /7o Y J
' % 7
ya A a/“
/P o€ ] i"‘ U]
4MJES1 pbwsform : I—-’

Licensed in New York, New Jersey and Pennsylvania



'45 Quassaick Ave. (Route 9W) '
New Windsor, New York 12553

. - ' ) . O Main Office

(914) 562-8640
» : . e ' : O Branch Oftice
McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL 400 Broad Street
. ST ) - Milford, Pennsylvania 18337
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. : _ : (717) 296-2765

RICHARD D. McGOEY, P.E.
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E. -
MARK J. EDSALL, P.E.

ELANN.IN_GBQABDWQRKSESS.I_QN
REQQRDQEAEBEARANQE

@ ILLAGE OF /l/é/bt/ [0//44/' I  p/B QY - &(
WORK SESSION DATE: A /41/07 [ iqi APPLICANT RESUB.

REQUIRED:
REAPPEARANCE AT W/3 R“QUEoTWD
j23: OJECT NAME : @0\ D‘V’l&k

. PROJECT STATUS: NEW - OLD :E

REPRESENTATIVE PRESENT: 'l)ﬁ‘\ \a'\t[L

MUNIC REPS PRESENT: BLDG INSP. VAC
' . FIRE INSP. 2]
ENGINEER X :
' PLANNER
. D/B.CHMN.
OTHER (Specify)

ITEMS TO BE ADDRESSED ON RESUBMITTAL:

-~ lﬂf‘ M'H /’}/‘WAC\ ff'\cneo/le 7 f’(/é'((

w ([ Se——lm Qa ca/g pﬁ Mh’l«f&ﬂ{z)»z

'p Ll fr‘ll\/f}#e_// _—
~ /ﬂhnfmf@ M LC"ery T DELS

4MJE91 opbwsiorm

LicensedinNewYork.NewJerseyanaPennsyhm



TOWN@P NEW WINDS@

555 U\'lO\I er\lUE
NEV/ WINDSOR. NZ¥ YORK 12533

NEW WINDSGS PLANNING ZOARD REVIEW FOZM

P e sy - Lo e pgevey  ai g pmem s e
TO: FIBZ INSPEZICTOR, D.0.T., WATEIR, SEWZIR,FTEIGEWAY
PLEASE BZTUEN COMPLITZD 0Oz TC

21

DL2NNING BQ2RD FILI NUMEZZ: , 9 4 -

ATIE SUZZZINTINDINT DATE
SANITARY SUZIRINTINDINT DATE

~



TOWN GF NEW WINDSC%

553 U\'IO\J LVENUE
NEV/ WINDSOR. NZ# YORK 12553

. NEW WINDSGZ PLANNING EOARD REV

1=t
i
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T
e}
i\
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m -— - - T =~ - Lo - < - N e - -
The masos end plans for ths Sits Arzrovel

;’_‘- - - - g g et e =
Subcivision es sutmitted by

lecgs dicEs w=2zcand >




INTER-OFF ICE CORRESPONDENCE

fb: Town Pléﬁning'Boafd
FROM: Town Fire Inspector
DATE: 21 June 1995

SUBJECT: Rakowieki Subdivision

Planniﬁg Board Reference Number: PB~-94—-21

Fire Prevention Reference Number :

A review of the above referenced subaect subd1v1510n plan was

conducted on 21 June 1995.

Dated: 14 June 1995
FPS-95-036

This subdivision plan is acceptable.

Plans Dated: &4 April 1995 Revisibn ]

RFR/mvz

KoL,

Robert F. Rodgers,

. Fire Inspector

ecﬁ

()



INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

TO: Town Planning Board
FROM: Town Fire Inspector
DATE: 22 May 1995

SUBJECT: Rakowieki Subdivision

Planning Board Reference Number: PB-9%5-21
: ’ - Dated: 11 May 1995
Fire Prevention Reference Number: FP5-95-029

A réview of the above referenced subject subdivision plan was
conducted on 19 May 1995,
This subdivision plan is acceptable.

Plans Dated: & April 1995 Revision 3

Fire Inspector

RFR/mvz

5 (o)
obert F. Rodge C.C.A.



TOWNOF NEW WINDS%’\

- 355 U\'ION AVENUE
NEW WINDSOR. NEZ¥ YORK 12 553

NEW WINDSGS PLANNING SOARD REVIEW

"~y
(@]
U
X

TO: FIBZ INSPECTO?, D.C.T., WATIE, SIWZIR, EIGHWAY
PLEASE REZTUZN COMPLZITZZ ZORM TC
MYRA MASON, SECRETARY IZR TrHzZ FLANNING BOARD

DATE PLAN RICEIVED: RECEIVED MAY 111995 - Rev 4

— =Tt

e - - ) . ’ s
' “\\heje S o -ﬂg«»n U\:F'\\T‘—.) im*\sﬂﬁ O\/Ccl..




INTER-OFF ICE CORRESPONDENCE

TO: Town Planniﬁg Board
?RDH:*,Town'Fire Inspettor
DATE: 24 April 1995
SUBJECT = Rakowieki Sﬁbdivisinn
Plannihg Board Reference Number: PB-94-21
: Dated: &6 April 1995

Fire Prevention Reference Number: FPS-95-025

A'revieh of the above referenced subject subdivision plan was
conducted on 21 April 1995.

this subdivision plan is acceptable.

Plans Dated: & April 1993, Revision 5

RFR/mvz



TOWI\‘)F NEW WINDS@D\

555 UNION AVENUE -
NEV/ WINDSOR. NEV/ YORK 12553 -

NEW WINDSGZ PLANNING EOARD REVIEW FO=M
FIBZ INSPECTOR, D.0.T., WATER, SIWER, HEIGHAWLY
rd
T REITUEN COMBLETED FORM TO
(ASON, SECRETARY TOR THE FLAINYWING BOXRD
ING BO2RD FILE NUMEZR: 94- 21

-

61995 Revd

ot N -

RECEIVED APR

q
-

--C'-WRV ‘:Uf"‘:"\’i}l DAT

ﬁ\-u, x -0 - Ai"\o« y‘ Do c,\

WATER SU-—:.?.Ih }1".)':'.\ DATE
SANITARY SUTZZINTINDINT DATZ



TOWI‘.:)F NEW WINDS&K
555 UNION AVENUE
NEW WINDSOR. NEW YORK 12553

NEW WINDSGZ PLANNING EOARD REVIEW FOEM

2
+

Pl
b4
S
N
O
'z,
n
[¢]
0
JAd)
1y
-]
by
12+
§
O
'y
=]
KK
4]
{)
| ]
iy
4
=1
P
0]
93]
0
Y4
"
o

DPLANNING EBEO2RD FILE NUMZER: = 9& - 1&1 Eeu 2

paTe pray mzczivep: RECEIVED FEB 1 5 1995
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WATER SUPZZINTINDENT DATE
SANITARY SUTZZINTINDINT DATZ



TOWMIOF NEW WINDIBR
555 UNION AVENUE
NEVW WINDSOR. NEW YORK 12553

NEW WINDSOR PLANNINGC EQARD RE

H
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(o}
1o
=9

PLANNING BOARD FILE NUMBER: 91- 2 1

Subdivision &g suftmitted by

EICEWAY SUBERINTENDINT DATET

WATIR SUPZRINTINDINT DATE
SANITARY SUTIZINTINDEINT DATZ



INTER OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

TO0: " TOWN PLANNING BOARD
. FROM: TOWN FIRE INSPECTOR
DATE : 22 FEBRUARY 1995

SUBJECT : 'RAKDNIEKI'SUBDIVISION

PLANNING BOARD REFERENCE NUMBER: PB-94-21
' DATED: 15 FEBRUARY 1995

FfRE PREVENTION REFERENCE NUMBER: FPS-953-12

A review of the above referenced subject subdivision plan was

conducted on 22 February 1995.

This subdivision plah is acceptable.

Plans Dated: 10 February 1995; Revision 4

ert Rodgersj; CCA



TOWI\Q‘)F NEW WINDS.R

555 UNION 'AVENUE ,
NEV/ WINDSOR. NEW¥W YORK 12553

NEW WINDSGZ PLANNING EOARD REVIEW FOM
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INTER-OFF ICE CORRESPONDENCE

TO: Town Planning Board
- FROM: Town Fire Inspector
DATE: 23 January 1995
 SUBJECT: Rakowieki Subdivision
Planning Board Reference Ndmber; PB-94-21"
) Dated: 19 January 1995

Fire Prevention Reference Number: FPS-95-002

A reView of the above referenﬁed sub ject subdivision plan was
conducted on 19 January 1995,

This subdivision plan is acceptable.

Plans Dated: 23 March 1994

Robert F. Rodg

RFR/mvz



"MHE°*

McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL
CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C.

~ 0O Main Office
7 45 Quassaick Ave. (Route 3W)
. New Windsor, New York 12553
(914) 562-8640

O Branch Office .
400 Broad Street )
Milford, Pennsylvania 18337
(717) 296-2765

RICHARD D. McGOEY, P.E.
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E.
MARK J. EDSALL, P.E.

VILLAGE OF /l/rw L()/a/.o_ﬁ)ﬁ. P/B # %’— &/

WORK sEsston pate: / 3 Jon (995 APPLICANT RESUB.
~ ° REQUIRED:
READPEARANCE AT W/S REQUESTED: {2 £~

PROJECT NAME: W
pfa ozm
MUNIC REPS PRESENT: BLDG =0 “’j

PROJECT STATUS: NEW X OoLD
FIRE INSP. _X>
ENGINEER o4 Dw '/
- PLANNER

P/B CHMN.
OTHER (Specify)

REPRESENTATIVE PRESENT.

ITEMS TO BE ADDRESSED ON RESUBMITTAL: . (M 'w

- Luloc N i/ m‘//t—ue- MJ ’ r,gLr'l C‘.M'dwma»
M&@__L_MA&_MQ?%
__smm_‘uuv‘-b. P g Low I St
91 = Mol 2.

-

4MJES1 rbwsform

~

Licensed in New Yark, New Jersey and Pennsylvania



TOWIMIOE NEW WINDS®OR
555 UNION AVENUE
NEW WINDSOR. NEW YORK 12533

Subdivision &S St

reviewz2é by me and is zoproved




INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

TO: Town Planning Board
FROM: Town Fire Inspector
DATE: 12 August 1994

SUBJECT: Rakowieki Subdivision

Planning Board Reference Number B-924-21
Dated ™8 August 1994

Fire Prevention Reference Number: FPS5-94-042

A review of the above referenced subject subdivision plan was
conducted on 11 August 1994,

For the Enhanced 911 emergency reparting system, the proposed
roadway which abuts Ashley Court and the continuance of the
roadway into the future subdivision, shall be known as Ashley
Court.

The proposed roadway which abuts Ridge View Road and the
continuance of the roadway into the future subdivision, shall be
know as Ridge View Road.

The future roadway which abuts Finley Drive and the continuance
of the roadway into the future subdivision, shall be know as
Finley Drive.

THis subdivision is acceptable.

Plans Dated: 23 March 1994

i CCA ()

rs, C.C.A.

%ober% F. an—

RFR/mvz



TowMIOE NEW WINDS®R
’ 555 UNION AVENUE
NEW WINDSOR. NEW YORK 12533

NEW WINDSOR PLANNING EOARD REVIEW FOBM
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. ' O Main Office

45 Quassaick Ave. (Route 9W)

() ‘ : New Windsor, New York 12553
: {914) 562-8640
hC O Branch Ofiice
. McGOEY, HAUSER and EDSALL , © 400 Broad Street
Milford, Pennsylvania 18337
- CONSULTING ENGINEERS P.C. (717) 296-2765

RICHARD D.McGOEY, P.E.
WILLIAM J. HAUSER, P.E.
MARK J. EDSALL, P.E.

PLANNING BOARD WORK SESSION
RECORD OF APPEARANCE

(TOWN)VILLAGE OF Miﬁ([fb# ' P/B # -

WORK SESSION DATE: (@ &f/ | Mﬂz APPLICANT RESUB..
REQUIRED: ~—~—
REAPPEARANCE AT W/S REQUESTED: %{& Q/é

PROJECT NAME: Q ko wie k/ ;0/, V.

PROJECT STATUS: NEW _X_° OLD

REPRESENTATIVE PRESENT: ﬂf 4 }/(M/fé

MUNIC REPS PRESENT: BLDG INSP. X
FIRE INSP. fiét:::
ENGINEER
PLANNER

P/B CHMN.
OTHER (Specify)

ITEMS TO BE ADDRESSED ON RESUBMITTAL:
~ (ChAo L - ,wf//d 0BG,
= ﬂ/n e ol s Pt e el
_ Pho g the S/l f5 e 75 E Kigl
a b ceris S @arce B oo 157~
/6Zﬂéﬁ?a 7 46’2/?/ Ve /2
- /4/47/@/0 cc/é//&fc d//%(d// -
ﬁa(“/n/

4MJIE91 pbwsform

Licensed in New York. New Jersey and Pennsyivania
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IUV.\ OF NEBEW WIL\IL.UK

555 UNION AVENUE : "XX"
NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 12553

APPLICATION TO:
TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD

ﬁ%&éﬁ OF APPLICATION (check appropriate item):

subdivision X Lot Line Chg. Site Plan ____ Spec. Permit

1. Name of Project

2. Name of Applicant Park Road Comstruction  phone 496-4124

Address P.0. Box 286, Salisbury Mills, NY 12577

(Street No. & Name) (Post Office) (State) (zip)
Frances J. Rakowiecki

3. oOwner of Record_louis & Janet Nowicki Phone 496-4908

Address 423 Station Road, Salisbury Mills, NY 12577

(Street No. & Name) (Post Office) (State) (zip)

4. Person Preparing Plan Daniel P. Yanosh, L.L.S

Address P.0. Box 320, Circleville, NY 10919

(Street No. & Name) (Post Office) (State) (zip)

5. Aﬁtorney Phone

Address

(Street No. & Name) (Post Office) (State) (zip)

6. Person to be n tlfﬁeg to represent applicant at Planning

Board Meeting Bani Yanosh, L.L.S. Phone 361-4700
{Name)
7. Project Location: On the Fast side of Station Road
(street)
4,500 feet North of NYS Route 94
(direction) (street)
8. AProject Data: Acreage of Parcel 151.71 Zone R - 3 ’

School Dist.Washingtonville »

9. 1Is this property within an Agricultural District containing
a farm operation or within 500 feet of a farm operation
located in an Agricultural District’ Y X N

1f you answer "yes" to questlon 9, please complete the
attached Agricultural Data Statement.

' Page 1'0f 2 -



10. Tax Map Designation: Sectién 57 Block ! Lot 88.2

11. General Description of Project:_3 1ot residential subdivision

12. Has the Zoning Board of Appeals granted any variances for

this property? yes X  no. -

13. Has a Special Permit previously been granted for this
property? yes X no.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT :

If this acknowledgement is completed by anyone other that the
property owner, a separate notarized statement from the owner
must be submitted, authorizing this application.

STATE OF NEW YORK)
SS.:
COUNTY OF ORANGE)

The undersigned Applicant, being duly sworn, deposes and
states that the information, statements and representations
contained in this application and supporting documents and
drawings are true and accurate to the best of his/her knowledge
and/or belief. The applicant further acknowledges responsibility

to the -Town for all fees and costs associated with the review of
this application.

Sworn before me this

\jﬁw day of é@;é 19@

Notary Publlc

NohryPuulchmesmeofMVod

Residing In Orange County 7:5‘/
* & & & i**ttt*t****

TOWN USE ONLY' - o

RARKIXRRKRXRRARRRRRRRRRARRRR XX

Date Application Received - - Application Number




IF APpticABtE ngEx"

’ f**Thls form to ‘be completed only if you answer ”yes" to questlon

$9 on the applxcatxon form.

AGRICULTURAL DATA STATEMENT
Name and Address of Applicant:

‘Park Road Construction

PO Box 286, Salisbury Mills, NY 12577

Descrlptlon of proposed prOJect and its locations:

3 Lot Subdivision ~ On the east side of Station Road, 4,500

feet north of N.Y. S Route 94

Name and address of any owner of land within the
Agricultural District: (within 500' of subject parcel)

attached

Name and address of any owner of land containing farm
operations located within 500 feet of the boundary of the
subject property.

at-tached

A map is submitted herewith showing the site of the proposed
project relative to the lccation of farm operations
identified in this statement.



TN OF NEW win®sor
555 UNION AVENUE
NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 12553

‘July 31, 1995

Park Road Construction Corp.
P.O. Box 286
Salisbury Mills, NY 12577

ATTENTION: MR. EDWARD J. BIAGINI, PRESIDENT

SUBJECT: APPLICATION FORM FOR - SUBDIVISION OF 57-1-88.2

Dear Mr. Biagini:

Please find enclosed the original copy of the application for
subdivision of the "Lands of Rakowiecki”". Please note that this
application is incomplete as question Number 9 has not been
answered. Upon completion of this form, return to the Planning
Board Office for filing.

We thank you in advance for your cooperation in this matter.

Very truly yours,

Hpror  WHaspr
Myfa Mason, Secretary to the
New Windsor Planning Board

cc: James Petro, Jr. - P.B. Chairman
A. Krieger, P.B. Attorney



PROXY ETATEMENT -
"for submittal to the

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD

Louis Nowicki

- . deposes and says that he
resides et 423 Station Road, Salisbury Mills,
(Owner's Address)

in the County of Orange

end State of Hew York

and that he is the ownexr &n fee of Tax Map Lot Section 57,

Block 1, l(}t 88.2

which 45 the premisecs described in the foregoing application and
that he has authorized_  Park Road Construction ]

Lo make the foregoing application as described therein.

Date: fj*7é ,%W»/M

(Owner's signature)

(Hitness' Bignature)

.
~

THIS FORM CANNOT BE WITNESSED BY THE PERSON OR REPRESENTATIVE OF

THE COMPANY WHO IS BEING AUTHORIZED 70 REPRESENT THE APPLICANT
AND/OR OWNER AT THE MEETINGS.



PROXY STATEMENT
for submittal to the

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD

Janetl Nowicki

, deposes and says that he
resides at__423 Station Road, Salisbury Mills _
: (Owner's Address)

in the county of _ Orange

and State of New York

and that he is the owner in fee of__ Tax Map lot _Section §7,
Block 1, Lot 88.2

which 45 the premises described in the foregoing application end
that he has authorired Park Road Construction ]

to make the féregomg application as described therein.

pate: 5 - -96 § lmi Wﬁa{ﬁg '
. 4 (O\r}ﬁer's gsignature)

{Witness' Eignature)

THIS FORM CANNOT BE WITNESSED BY THE PERSON OR REPRESENTATIVE OF

THE COMPANY WHO X§ BEING AUTHORIZED TO REPRESENT THE APPLICANT
AND/OR OWNER AT THE MEETINGS. :

o



PROXY STATEMENT
for submittal to the

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD

Edward Biagini , deposes and says that he

resides at 114 Woodcock Mt. Road, Washingtonville, NY 10992
(Owner's Address)

in the County of _ Orange

and State of_ _ New York

and that he is the owner in fee of Park Road Construction

which is the premises described in the foregoing application and'

that he has authorized Daniel P. Yandésh L.L.S,

to make the foregoing application as described

Date: Q/ /¢ /¢ -
(ﬁl! tness' SJ.' gnatul"e)

THIS FORM CANNOT BE WITNESSED BY THE PERSON OR REPRESENTATIVE OF

THE COMPANY WHO IS BEING AUTHORIZED TO REPRESENT THE APPLICANT
AND/OR OWNER AT THE MEETINGS.
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Appendix C

‘State Environmental Quality Review

SHORT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM

For UNLISTED ACTIONS Only = -
PART 1—PROJECT INFORMATION (To be completed by Applicant or Project sponsor)
1. APPLICANT /SPONSOR L. 2. PROJECT NAME  Property Survey & 3 Lot
Francis J. Rakowieki Subdivision - Lands of Frances J. Rakowieki
3. PROJECT LOCATION: .
‘Municipanty ~ TOwn of New Windsor county  Orange

4. PRECISE LOCATION (Street address and road intersections, prominent iandmarks, eiC., Of provide map)

East -side of Station Road, 4,500+ feet north of N.Y.S. Route 94; and also being
located at the westerly ends of Ashley Court, Ridgeview Road and Finley Drive.

5. IS PROPOSED ACTION:
ﬂ New D Expansion D Modification/alteration

8. DESCRIBE PROJECT BRIEFLY:

Realty Subdivision of a 151.71 Acre parcel of land into the following 3 parcels:
Lot # 1 consisting of 34.431 Acres and at the present time a single family home to be
built on the lot. Lot # 2 consists of a 97.12 Acre parcel with the existing house barn
farm; and Lot # 3 containing 18.892 Acres to have a single family home built on.

7. AMOUNT OF LAND AFFECTED:

Initialty . acres Ultimately ___ 151.71 acres
8. WILL PROPOSED ACTION COMPLY WITH EXISTING ZONING OR OTHER EXISTING LAND USE RESTRICTIONS?
Yes D No M No, describe briefly

9. WHAT IS PRESENT LAND USE IN VICINITY OF PROJECT?

ﬂmsidomlal D Ingustrial D Commercial Xm Agriculture ﬁ PariuForesUOpen space D Other
Describe:

Existing property is a dairy farm, surrounded by residential housing, wooded areas
and other farmland.

10. DOES ACTION INVOLVE A PERMIT APPROVAL, OR FUNDING, NOW OR ULTIMATELY FROM ANY OTHER GOVERNMENTAL AGENCY (FEDERAL,
STATE OR LOCAL?

Yeos D No It yes, list agency(s) and permiUapprovals

Subdivision approval from the Town of New Windsor Planning Board.

11.  DOES ANY ASPECT OF THE ACTION HAVE A CURRENTLY VALID PERMIT OR APPROVAL?
D Yes BNO 11 yes, fist agency nams and permit/approval ’

12. AS A RESULT OF PROPOSED ACTION WILL EXISTING PERMITIAPPROVAL REQUIRE MODIFICATION?
Oves Elno :

1 CERTIFY THAT THE INFORMATION PROVIDED ABOVE IS TRUE YO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE

Ao f l:) ﬁ] P;/(anosh L.L.S. . oms Feb 10, 1995

and

it the action ls n thé Coastal Area, and you are a state agoncy, complete the
Coastal Assessment Form before proceeding with this assessment

. OVER



PART U—ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENY.)G completed by Agency) .

A DOES ACTION EXCEED ANY TYPE ) THAESHOLD IN 6 NYCRR, PART 817.127 ¥ yes, coordinate the mn-qum and use the FULL EAF.
Oves Owe ; )
B. WILL ACTION RECEIVE COORDINATED REVIEW AS PROVIDED FOR uuusrzo ACTIONS IN 6 NYCRR, PART €17.07  H No, & negative declaration
May De superseded by another invoived sgency.
D Yas D No . T-;t
C. COULD ACTION RESULT IN ANY ADVERSE EFFECTS ASSOCIATED WITH THE FOLLOWING. (Answers may be handwritien, it legible)

C1. Existing air Quality, surface Of grounawater Quality or quantity, noise levels, existing Uratfic patterns, s0lid waste production or disposal,
potentiat for erosion, drainage or llooding prodbiems? Expisin briefly:

C2. Aestinetic, aoncfmunl. archaeclogical, tstoric, or other natural or cultural resources; of community of nelghborhood character? Explain briefly:
C3. Vegetation or fauna, mh. sn.u‘usn or wlydlllo specles, significant habitats, or threatened or endangered species? Explaln belefly:

C4. A community's existing plans or goals as officially adopted, or 8 change In use or intensity o! use of land or other n-a:uul tesources? Explnll'i-.bﬂoﬂy1
CS. Growth, subsequent developmaent, or related activities likely to be Induced by the proposed action? Explain briefly.

C8. Long term, short term, cumuiative, or other sffects not identitiec in C1-C5?7 Explain briefly.

C7. Other Impacts (including changes in use of sither quantily or type of energyj? Explain brlelly.

D. 1S THERE, OR 1S THERE LIKELY TO BE, CONTROVERSY RELATED TO POTENTIAL ADVERSE ENVIRONMEN‘I’AL IMPACTS?
D Yes D No If Yos, sxplaln briefly

PART lll—DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANCE (To be completed by Agency)

INSTRUCTIONS: For each adverse effect identified above, determine whether it Is substantial, large, Important or otherwise significant.
Each sffect should be assessed in connection with its (a) setting (l.e. urban or rural); (b) probability of occurring; (c) duration; (d)
Irteversibility; (e) geographjc scope; and (f) magnitude. If necessary, add attachments or reference supporting materials. Ensure that
explanations contain sufficient cetail to thow that all relevant adverse impacts have be2n identitled and adequately addressed.

[J check this box if you have identified oné or more potentially large or significant adverse Impacts which MAYv
occur. Then proceed directly to the FULL EAF and/or prepare a positive declaration.

[J Check this box If you have determined, based on the Information and analysis above and any supporting
documentation, that the proposed action WILL NOT result in any significant adverse environmental Impacts
AND provide on attachments as necessary, the reasons stcpporting this determination:

Name of Lead Agency

Poot or Type Name of Responsble Otffcer i Lead Agency Tule of Responsible Offrcer

Tignature of Respomble Officer m Lead Agency ) Senature of Preparer T dllerent Trom responsible officer)

" Date ] : -
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RECEIVED AUG - 8 1994

Planning Board ' - (This is a two-sided form)
Town of New Windsor ‘ - r

555 Union Avenue
New Windsor, NY 12550

8.

Date Received

¥

Meeting Date

Public Hearing ,y§ !P;s
Action Date .
Fees Paid Eﬁce:iﬁg@;

APPLICATION FOR SITE PLAN, SUBDIVI
OR LOT LINE CHANGE APPROVQ?@&
. A\
Property Survey & Lot Subdivision, Lands of
Name of ProjectF rancgs . Rakowieki

Name of Applicant Park Road Conﬂrg;c;ggn Phone 496~ 4124

Address P.0. Box 386 - Salisbury Mills. New York 12577

(Street No. & Name) (Post Office) (sState) (2ip)

Owner of Record Frances J., Rakowieki Phone__ 496-4908

Address 423 Station Road ) Salisbury Mills New York 12577

(Street No. & Name) (Post Office) (State) (2Zip)

Person Preparing Plan Daniel P. Yanosh Phone  361-4700

Address P.0. Box 320, Route 302; Circleville, New York 10919

(Street No. & Name) (Post Office) (State) (Zip)

Attorney » Phone

Address

- {Street No. & Name) (Post Office) (State) (Zip)

Person to be not.tfled to represent applicant at Planning

Board Meetlng Daniel P. Yanosh L.L.S. -Phone 361-4700
' ~ (Name) 7 B
Locatibn:‘ Oon the ‘ . ‘Fast S side of ?éfétﬁﬂlRoad
. ' : (Street)
- 4,500 feet North -

g o (Dlrectlon)

of N.Y.S. Route 94
(Street)

Acreage of Parcel 151. 71

10. Tax Map De51gnation. Section 57 Block 1. Lot 88,2

11. This appllcatlon is for _ Bubdivis 10R?

9. ZOning Dlstnct R -3

A {‘;&S‘ﬁ'& g"u tﬁ!
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12. Has the 2Zoning Board of Appeals granted any variance or a
Special Permit concerning this property?

If so, list Case No. and Name

13. List all contiguous holdings in the same ownership
Section Block Lot(s)

Attached hereto is an affidavit of ownership indicating the dates
the respective holdings of land were acquired, together with the
liber and page of each conveyance into the present owner as
recorded in the Orange County Clerk's Office. This affidavit
shall indicate the legal owner of the property, the contract

owner of the property and the date the contract of sale was
executed.

IN THE EVENT OF CORPORATE OWNERSHIP: A list of all
directors, officers and stockholders of each corporation owning

more that five percent (5%) of any class of stock must be
attached. _

OWNER'S ENDORSEMENT
(Completion required ONLY if applicable)

COUNTY OF ORANGE
SS.: .
STATE OF NEW YORK

being duly sworn, deposes and says
that he resides at

in the County of . and State of
and that he is (the owner in fee) of

(Official Title)
of the Corporatlon which is the Owner in fee of the premises
descrlbed in the foregoing application and that he has authorized
to make the foregoing
application for Special Use Approval as described herein.

I HEREBY DEPOSE AND SAY THAT ALL THE ABOVE STATEMENTS AND
INFORMATION, AND ALL STATEMENTS AND INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THE
SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS AND DRAWINGS ATTACHED HERETO ARE TRUE.

Sworn before me this : WM
(Owner's gnature)

2 MM day of %g,_“_‘ l '
(Appllcant s Signature)

%’ Notary Pubh% i - . (Title) -

lOﬂUﬂW!ﬂllLSﬂﬂnlﬂil‘ht

luﬂ-nhlm‘ﬁrg:gg&ugﬂg
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PROJECT 1.0. NUMBER s17.21 SEQR
Appendix C
“State Environmental Quality Review
SHORT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM
For UNLISTED ACTIONS Only ~ v
" PART 1—PROJECT INFORMATION (To be completed by Applicant or Project sponsor) ‘
1. APPLICANT /SPONSOR . 2. PROJECT NAME Dpoperty Survey & 12 Lot
Frances J. Rakowieki : Subdivision-Lagds gf Fran%es Rakowieki

3. PROJECT LOCATION:

Municipality Town of New Windsor County QOrange

4. PRECISE LOCATION (Street addreas and road intersections, prominent landmarks, eic., or provide map)

East side of Station Road 4,500 feet north of N.Y.S. Route 94; and also being
located at the westerly ends of Ashley Court, and Ridge View Road.

5. 1S PROPOSED ACTION:
New D Expansion D Modification/aiteration
8. DESCRIBE PROJECT BRIEFLY:

Realty Subdivision of a 151.71 Acre parcel of land into the following: 1-18.892 Ac.
parce]g 1- 91.524 Ac. parcel which includes the existing house; 8 residential lots
:approximately 3/4 of an acre in size off of Ashley Court and Ridge View Road; and the
. remaining 31.764 Acres for future development.

7. AMOUNT OF LAND AFFECTED:

Initialty _151.71 acres uitimately _151 .71 acres
8. LL PROPOSED ACTION COMPLY WITH EXISTING ZONING OR OTHER EXISTING LAND USE RESTRICTIONS?
Yes Ono it No, descrive brietly

9. WHAT IS PRESENT LAND USE IN VICINITY OF PRQJECT?

Residential D industrial D Commercial wﬁlgflcullure D Park/Forest/Open space D Other
ribe:

Presently a working farm; open fields, wooded areas. Residential area.

10. DOES ACTION INVOLVE A PERMIT APPROVAL, OR FUNDING, NOW OR ULTIMATELY FROM ANY OTHER GOVERNMENTAL AGENCY (FEDERAL,
STATE QR LOCAL)?

Yes D No It yes, list agency(s) and permit/approvals )
Subdivision approval from the Town of New Windsor Planning Board, N.Y.S.D.E.C.
approval for the sewer main extension, 0.C.H.D. approval of individual wells.

11.  DOES ANY ASPECT OF THE ACTION HAVE A CURRENTLY VALID PERMIT OR APPROVAL?
D Yes o If yes, list agency name and permitiapproval

12. AS A RESULT OF EOPOSED ACTION WILL EXISTING PERMIT/APPROVAL REQUIRE MODIFICATION?

Oves

1 CERTIFY THAT THE INFORMATION PROVIDED ABOVE IS TRUE TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE

1P

. Yanosh L.L.S.

—
If the action is/ln the Coastal Area, and you are a state agency, complete the
Coastal Assessment Form before proceeding with this assessment

) Dae: j_/ 6/94

Applicant/sponsor

Signature:

OVER
1
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PART Il—ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMEN. be completed by Agency) . .
A. DOES ACTION EXCEED ANY TYPE | THRESHOLD IN 8 NYCRR, PART 817.127 if yes, coordinate the review process and use the FULL EAF.
Oves Owe
8. WILL ACTION RECEIVE COORDINATED REVIEW AS PROVIDED FOR UNUSTED ACTIONS IN 8 NYCRR, PART 017.87 it No, & negative declaration
may be superseded by another involved agency.
D Yeos D No . . s

-
C. COULD ACTION RESULT IN ANY ADVERSE EFFECTS ASSOCIATED WITH THE FOLLOWING: (Answers may be handwritten|f legible)
C1. Existing ait quality, surface or groundwater quality or quantity, noise levels, existing traffic patterns, solid waste production or disposal,
potential for srosion, drainage or liooding probiems? Explain briefty:

C2. Aesthetic, agricultural, archaeoiogical, historic, or other natural or cultural resources; or community or neighborhood Achnuctoﬁ Explain briefly:

<

C3. Vegetation or fauna, fish, shelifish or wildiife species, significant habitats, or threatened or endangered species? Expiain brietly:
C4. A community's existing plans or goals as officially adopted, or a change In use or Intensity of use of land or other natural resources? Explain imollyT
CS5. Growth, subsequent development, or related activities likely to be induced by the proposed action? Explain briefly. -

C8. Long term, short term, cumutative, or other effects not identifled in C1-C5? Explain briefly.

C7. Other Impacts (including changes in use of either quantity or type of energy)? Explain briefly.

:

D. IS THERE, OR IS THERE LIKELY TO BE, CONTROVERSY RELATED TO POTENTIAL ADVERSE ENVlRONMENTAL IMPACTS?
D Yes Ono it Yes, explaln briefly :

PART lli—DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANCE (To be compieted by Agency)

INSTRUCTIONS: For each adverse effect identified above, determine whether it Is substantial, large, important or otherwise significant.
Each effect should be assessed in connection with Its (a) setting (i.e. urban or rural); (b) probabliity of occurring; (c) duration; (d)
irreversibility; (e) geographjc scope; and (f) magnitude. !f necessary, add attachments or reference supporting materials. Ensure that
explanations contain sufficient detail to show that all relevant adverse impacts have be2n Identifled and adequately addressed.

O check this box if you have identified oné or more potentially large or significant adverse impacts which MAY.
occur. Then proceed directly to the FULL EAF andlor prepare a positive declaration. )
[0 check this box if you have determined, based on the Information and analysis above and any supporting

documentation, that the proposed action WILL NOT result in any significant adverse environmental impacts
AND provige on attachments as necessary, the reasons supporting this determination:

Name of Lead Agency — - , Iy
5 \é A )
Print or Type Name of Responsible Officer i Lead Agency - T;tle oTRespomsﬂi Oftticer
Signature of Responsible Offrcer in Lead Agency _' Signature of Preparer (if Gillerent Trom responsible officer)
. Date _
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PROXY STATEMENT
for submittal to the

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD

Frances J. Rakowieki , deposes and says that R SHE

resides at 423 Station Road, Salisburv Mills
{Owner's Address)

in the County of Orange

and State of New York

and thatShe is the owner in fee of
Block 1, Lot 88.2

which is the premises described in the foregoing application and

that she has authorized Park Road Construction

to make the foregoing application as described therein.

e Ttrcts ] fattounsots:
' : (Owner'# Signature)

ES CASAZZA

NOTARY PUBLIC S New
Resident InNApnd“For;%;?ns:oe -
Commission Expires April 30, 1.6

THIS FORM CANNOT BE WITNESSED BY THE PERSON OR REPRESENTATIVE OF
THE COMPANY WHO IS BEING AUTHORIZED TO REPRESENT THE APPLICANT
AND/OR OWNER AT THE MEETINGS. »
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_TOWN. OF NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOAKD
MINOR SUBDIVISION CHECKLIST

I. The following items shall be submitted with a COMPLETED

Planning Board Application Form. -

1. . X: _Environmental Asséssment Statement
*2. : )(, Proxy Statement

3. ?{ Application Fees

4. )(_ : Completed-Cbecklist

I1. The following checklist items shall be incorporated on the

subdivision Plat prior to consxderatxon of being placed on
" the Planning Board Agenda.

1. )( Name and address of Applicant.

*2. /K: ' Name and address of Owner.

3. X(, Subdivision name and location. )

4. X - -Tax Map Data (Section-Block-Lot).

5.. k:. Location ﬁap at a scaie of 1" = 2,000 f£t.

6. )(T Zoning table showing what is required in the

4
4

particular zone and what applicant is
proposing.

Show zoning boundary if any portion of
.proposed subdivision is within or adjacent
to a different zone.

Date of plat preparation and/or date of any
plat revisions.

scale the plat is drawn to and uor;h Arxom.

Designation (in title) if submitted as .
Sketch Plan. Preliminary Plan or Final Plan.

11.

Surveyor's certification.

7'<7(<_><>\>< D}

- Surveyor's seal and signature.

=If applicable.



14.

*15.,
16.

17.

18.

19.
20.

21.

22.

23.
24.

*25.

- 26.

27.

e

X

R lVED AUG - 81994

21

Name ‘of adjoining owners.

(

wetlands and 100 foot huffer zone with an

appropriate note regarding D.E.C. require-
ments.

Flood land boundafies.

X
X

A note stating that the septic system for

each lot is to be designed by a licensed

professional before a building permit can
be issued.

Fingl metes and' bounds.

Name and width of adjacent streets; the

road boundary is to be a minimum of 25 ft.
from the physical centerline of the street.

Include existing or proposed easements.

Right-of-Way widths.

<P e

_Road profile and typical section (minimum

traveled surface, excliuding shoulders, is
to be 16 ft. wide).

Lot area (in square feet for each lot less

than 2 acres) .

_Number the lots including residual lot.

X b

Show any existing waterways.

MR

A note stating a road (or any other type)
maintenance agreement is to be filed in
the Town CIerk's Office and Cmmty Clerk's

- Office.

Applicable note pertaiﬁing to owners'

review and concurrence with plat together
with owners"* signature.

i.e., drainage systems, waterlines,

- sewerlines, etc. (including ‘location, size
and depths). ‘

--Show all. existlng houses, accessory '

- structures, existing wells and septic

systems within 200 ft. ‘of the parcel tb be

. subdivided.

I e S
- o T

Show any existing or proposed improvements,



2.

30.

31,

32.
33.

34.

35.

L S R A SR
94 - 2 1 - ,:1X ‘

EIVED AUG - § 199,

EK show all and proposed on-site ”septic“
system and well locations; with percolation
" and deep test locations and information,
including date of test and name of :
‘professional who performed test.

Provide “septic" system design notes as

required by the Town of New Windsor.

..interval preferred) and indicate ‘source of
contour data. :

Indicate percentage and direction of grade.

X
X Show existing grade by contour (2 ft.
X

_Indicate any reference to previous, i.e.,

. .file map date, file.map .number and previous
. 1ot . number.

. Provide 4" .wide x 2" high box in area of

title block (preferably lower right corner)

.for use by Planning Board in affixing Stamp
of Approval.

-Indicate location of street or area

-lighting (if regquired).

This list is provided. as a guide only and is for the convenience
of the Applicant. .The Town of New Windsor Planning Board may
require. additional notes or revisions prior to.granting approval.

PREPARER'S ACKNOWLEDGEHENT

The plat. for the proposed subdivisicn has been prepared in
accordance with this checklist and the Town of New Windsor

ordinances, to the. best of my knowled

. Page30f3 |
o Rev. 3-87



- 4042
TN oF NEW winsor

555 UNION AVENUE
NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 12553

July 31, 1995

Park Road Construction Corp.
P.O. Box 286
Salisbury Mills, NY 12577

ATTENTION: "MR. EDWARD J. BIAGINI, PRESIDENT

SUBJECT: APPLICATION FORM FOR - SUBDIVISION OF 57-1-88.2

Dear Mr. Biagini: .

Please find enclosed the original copy of the application for
subdivision of the "Lands of Rakowiecki". Please note that this
application is incomplete as question Number 9 has not been
answered. Upon completion of this form, return to the Planning
Board Office for filing.

We thank you in advance for your cooperation in this matter.

Very truly yours,

Haor  Hasp.

Myfa Mason, Secretary to the
New Windsor Planning Board

MLM

A. Krieger, P.B. Attorney



TOYN OF NEW WINGSOR
555 UNION AVENUE nyx"
NEW WINDSOR, NEW YORK 12553 '

APPLICATION TO:
TOW'N OF NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD

1TE¥PE OF APPLICATION (check appropriate item):

Subdivision X Lot Line Chg. Site Plan Spec. Permit

1.
2.

Property Survey & Lot Subdivision
Name of Project Lands of Frances J. Rakowiecki

Name of Applicant Park Road Construction Phone 496-4124

Address PO Box 286, Salisbury Mills, NY 12577

(Street No. & Name) (Post Office) (State} (zip)

owner of Record Frances J. Rakowiecki Phone 496-4908

Address 423 Station Road, Salisbury.Mills, NY 12577

(Street No. & Name) (Post Office) (State) (zip)

Person Preparing Plan Daniel P. Yanosh, L.L.S.

Address PO Box 320 - Reute 302, Circleville, NY° 10919

(Street No. & Name) (Post Office) (State) (zip)

Ai:torney Phone

Address Sin

(Street No. & Namf;‘(ﬁ’fﬁs\éofflce) (State) (zip)

Person to be notified to represen %%p%at Planning
Board Meeting Daniel P, Yanosh, L.L.S Rp,

e_361-4700
(Name) O/y“,
Project Location: On the_ East side of Station Road
(street)
4,500 feet North of N.Y.S. Route 94
(direction) (street)
Project Data: Acreage of Parcel 151.71 zone R -3

School Dist. Hashmgtonvﬂ]e

Is this property within an Agricultural District containing
a farm operation or within 500 feet of a farm operation
located in an Agricultural District? Y N

if you answer "yes" to question 9, please complete the
attached Agrlcultural Data Sta.tement.

Page 1 of 2



. ) 7 ) .

10. Tax Map Designation: Section 57 Block 1 Lot 88.2

11. General Description of Project: 3 Lot Subdivision

12. Has the Zoning Board of Appg?ls granted any variances for
this property yes no.

13. Has a Spec1a1 Permit previously been granted for this
property? yes X no.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT:

If this acknowledgement is completed by anyone other that the
property owner, a separate notarized statement from the owner
must be submitted, authorizing this application.

STATE OF NEW YORK)
) : SS.:
COUNTY OF .ORANGE)

The undersigned Applicant, being duly sworn, deposes and
states that the information, statements and representations
contained in this application and supporting documents and
drawings are true and accurate to the best of his/her knowledge
and/or belief. The applicant further acknowledges responsibilitv

to the Town for all fees anq costs associated with the review of
this application.

Sworn before me th:.s

3:’ ’ day of vm 19{

Applicé’r‘(u‘"' s Signature
/‘ ;Z 5 ~ ANTHONY W. SATURND
NuwyPnuu:mweSuudhm l7l4~ 0'°6p

Notary Public ww*“n. 0
}I .Z 4’@00 é\O@
o 0
, %%,

(7 (4
**************t******t****‘kt****t******t**********‘pf #*********
TOWN USE ONLY: QQ}

Date Application Received Application Numberr

Page 2 of 2
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| S 373037 W J A ¢ BARN AREA = 4,280,668 Sq.Ft. Lis? ar snamEns (D ansiac 50 sniimns APPROVAL FROM THE TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR PLANNING BOARD.
S 01'04'17 E N oros Py — 57.23" O AR or 97.120 A 6. ANY FURTHER SUBDIVISION OF THESE LOTS WILL BE REVIEWED BY
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‘ Z A ; OBERTS S R R i R THE STATE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY REVIEW ACT
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248.88' ’ o B g YOUMANS 51-1-1.4 L 3018 P. 274
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\ A ' 11 FEUERBACH 51-5-13.1 L 2227 P. 641
R = 446.99°  \\ / 5% / . SUBDIVIDER:
;S 2947°'16" W 4 12 ALIOTTA 51-5-134 L 1938 P. 594
L w SN {— : ! LANDS N/F OF PARK ROAD CONSTRUCTION CORP
UTRITY PILE Z 6.03 , /i . SRR = 13 NIEMAN 51-6-24 L 2394 P. 271 PO BOX 286 :
S 336217 E__ i s Haie 3205.2 ;7’ " : , LIBER 2172 PAGE 884 14 DELONGIS 51-5-23 L 3804 P. 137 SALISBURY MILLS, NEW YORK 12577 TAX MAP DESICNATION
gg- ,2,;00‘5‘” ¥ - e 15 CAPOLUPO 51-5-22 L 2851 P. 181 RECORD OWNER
e T ” . ?
A”"W“‘"‘” 75,86 N.2gaece ¥ f ) 16 GREENBLATT 51-5-21 L 3271 P. 98 : SNCHON ar. J0EE 1. V..
-~ -26.78' ’ /
S 16'56'15" E_— e 1mow / & f k. o 17 WONTZ 3-1-42.51 L 2750 P. 227 f%?o‘kcﬁ?ﬁizwfﬁvﬁn?mmcm DEED REFEFRENCE
8217 S e B e g 18 WONTZ 3-1-42.52 L 2750 P. 227 423 STATION ROAD LIBER 4273 PAGE 220
N 1624'56" W,/ B+ i 4 SALISBURY MILLS, NEW YORK 12677
96.25' 7 N 262822 E
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: b(AI'j) )’ /' \‘/ 0 L OQ/ : s =2
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20 w a0 “ / w S (18 \ ; - CROY SHEET 1 of 3 IS INVALID AND INCOMPLETE SECRET/
S——— . RAKOWIECK] '
(™ peg ) | L5781 Lor % /] | VICTOR H. ERIKSON N.Y.S. P.E., LS.
l inch = 200 n f e ONE EDGEWATER DRIVE, SUITE 2
e ENGINEER'S CERTIFICATION SUBDI V[b{ON REGULATIONS : e »MleDu‘mm NY 10940
24, 19¢ — ZONE 3 (SUBURBAN RESIDENTIAL} ' 6-1-94 2-10-95 4-29-96 - OWNERS
CERTIFY TO | HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THE FROPOSED SEWERAGE AND WATER FACILITIES ONE p'“uy DETACHED DWELLING 11-30-94  4-4-98
. FOR EACH LOT ARE DESIGNED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE STANDARDS AND NOTES WITHOUT CENTRAL WATER & D ANIEL YANOSH NYS LS
FRANCES J RAKOWIECK! REQUIREMENTS PROMULGATED BY THE NEW YORK STATE DEFPARTMENTS OF L CERTIFICATIONS INDICATED HEREQN SIGNIFY THAT THIS SURVEY WAS VITHOUT CENTRAL SEWER ’ BOX 320 g
LOUIS NOWICKI, JANET NOWICKI HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION FOR RESIDENTIAL LOTS, AND PREPARED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE EXISTING CODE OF PRACTICE FOR NIMU INTS CIRCLEVILL Oﬁ " R 10018
FURTHER THAT SUCH DESIGN IS BASED UPON ACTUAL SOIL AND SITE LAND SURVEYORS ADOPTED BY THE NEW YORK STATE ASSOCIATION OF MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS : CIRCISVILLE. N YORK 10018 -
CONDITIONS FOUND UPON SUCH LOT AT THE DESIGN LOCATION AT THE MTISER La MAVEYERS 200 CRETIICATENG Sull KA e LOT AREA 43,660 sq. ft PUHONS 4 (0i4) 31 — 4700 FAX 4 (Bid) 38! - 478§
TIME OF SUCH DESIGN SURVEY IS PREPARED. CERTIFICATIONS 7 N LOT WIDTH 126 FE.
R, s Jaee el S FRonT Tk i risr PROPERTY SURVEY & 3 LOT SUBDIVISION
70 BE ATEUE)S THE ACYUAL INSTALLATION OF SUCH SEWERAGE AND WATER FACILITIES ASS NT OWNERS o = e D REAR YARD 50 FEET TANDS OF SHEETY
ON AUGH s 4l SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WiTH THE DESIGN AND AT THE LOCATION AS SO e IRIIED &L TERAT > 28 : : | HEREBY AGREE, UPON MY REVIEW, THAT SIDE YARD 20 FEET ¢
OF MY CERTIFIED ON THIS SUBDIVISION PLAT CIEENSED LAND SURVEORS SEAC 15 4 vilLaTION OF SECTION 7805, * THIS MAP MEETS MY APPROVAL AND IS BOTH SIDES 40 FEET FRANCES J RAKOWIECKI and
SUBBIVISION @ OF THE NY. STATE ERUCATION LAW. OM.Y COPIES FRON ThE CONCURRENT WITH MY INTENT STREET FRONTAGE 70 FEET
ORIGINA F s SURVET AARKED V1T i GELGIAL T FLOOK AREA 1200 % rr | LOUIS & JANET NOWICKI 10f3
Vi~ g SURVE YORS INKED SEA. OR WIS EMBOSSED SEAL SWALL B CONSIDERED ‘ ‘ -~ ; . 4 o
Vi T0 BE VALID TRUE COPIES MAXIMUM ALLOWED. | - -| TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR
DANIE 'V.!("Iblf H ERIKSON. DATE 3 SURKCT 10 AN WP TG MTE ABSTRACT OF TIRLE ' zuﬁﬂioﬁﬁ%i }‘g J;““r ORANGE COUNTY, NE¥W YORK
'E'T. NYSPE #3696 SUBJECT TO UNDERGROUND UTILITIES AND EASEMENTS NOT RECORDED OWNER DATE | Y
A " AND/OR NOT VISIBE AT TiNE OF FIELD SURVE Y
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DEEP TEST PIT DATA

LOT 43~ TEST A

0-~¢ TOPSOIL

I' - 35 SILTY LOAM

35 - % CLAY LOAM WITH COBBLES

LOT 4¢3~ TEST B

0 ~-1 TOPSOIL
1" - & SILTY LOAM
4 -7 CLAY LOAM WITH COBBLES

LOT g1 TEST A

PERCOLATION TEST DATA

LOT 3 TEST ¢ 1 STABILIZED RATE & MIN.

LOT 3 TEST ¢ 2 STABILIZED RATE 5.5 MIN.

DESIGN RATE: 11 — 15 MINUTES
2 BEDROOMS 162 LF REQUIRED
3 BEDROOMS 244 LF REQUIRED
4 BEDROOMS 281 LF REQUIRED SHOWN 385 LF

LOT 1 TEST # 1 STABILIZED RATE 18 MIN.

MOUNDED TO ALLOW -
0-86 TOPSOIL LOT | TEST # 2 STABILIZED RATE 12 MiN.
/" FOR SETIUING W '
15 1/2* EARTH BACKFILL 6" - 45  SILTY LOAM
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L gt . STRAW, OR UNTREATED BUILDING PAPER g gfmom%l';m%
T 18724 WASHED STONE 3/4°10 1 1/2" EDROOMS
*.L 4 BEDROOMS 372 LF REQUIRED SHOWN 400 LF
=] — 4'-10" wagr . 1 " PERF. SOIL PIPE (PVC), Lor TEST B
L 5" DIA. @ 5" DIA. i ks font i | B 112 .“'w.g" FOOT 6"min. = -® & S.U’E 1/18" -1/32" PER FOOT i ﬂ
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4 i 4 " | A
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NOTE:
SEPT‘C TANKS SEPTIC TANK JOINTS ARE TO BE SEALED AND INSPECTED
FOR WATER TIGHTNESS, THE TANK IS TO BE INSTALLED WELL SEAL MONITOR CAP C—4, OR APPROVED EQUAL
NOT TO SCALE AND MAINTAINED AS PER APPENDIX 7S-A.
2 BEDROOM DWELLING REQUIRES 1000 GAL SEPTIC TANK GRADE SURFACE TO KEEP RUNOFF
3 BEDROOM DWELLING REQUIRES 1000 GAL. SEPTIC TANK 2’ ABOVE MIGHEST  12°min AWAY FROM WELL
4 BEDROOM DWELLING REQUIRES 1280 GAL. SEPTIC TANK FLODD LEVEL
PITLESS ADAPTOR UNITS
MONITOR MODEL No. 45PS
SANITARY NOTES i il
NOTE: mouoenooumm:newsxrmson 4 : ELECTRIC SERWICE S
sy { OR_REPLACEMENT WHEN AND If NEEDED. s &%?M%u Corren \wa ufgm:'mk
" P00 kv PROM R BLEV. TLE PEDS T CLEV TRE FELD MO oL SO me ) SOmer A ' TR ; e CENTERLINE CENTERLINE
 Jnin. LENGTH OF CASING & GROUT
2 s Mo IOUT 4/ SPEORED I TARE 3 OF “RURAL WATER OF CURTAIN OF ABSORPTION
2. DRIVEWAYS ARE NOT TO BE CONSTRUCTED ON TOP OF TILE DRAIN FIELDS. END OF CASING ; %0 M, 570 DE PROVDED 4 AL LS DRAIN TRENCH
4 CHECK VALVE ORKLED IN ORANGE COUNTY.
R AT e MITOR CARLE (SEE NOTE BELOV) EXTEND CASING & GROUT 25’ INTO BEDROCK IO ;
4. PIPE FROM HOUSE TO SEPWIC TANK TO BE STRAIGHT, OR ELSE PROVIDE WELL CASING 1O BE W © oo 92D For vouny ™ UL WELLS DRLLED I ORANGE CONTY | (3 100" MIN, e
P STANDARD A100 LATEST REVISION. T & HEAD CONDITIONS
5. SEPTIC TANK AS SHOWN ON DETAL. 'ancuor 5
PUW
6. SEPTIC TANK MUST BE 10° MIN. FROM HOUSE. L—’""“""’""’"“'"‘*
7. SEPTIC TANK INLET TO BE OPPOSITE OUTLETS. ¢ ; T SURFACE SWALE
8. DO NOT GRADE ™ AREA TO BE USED FOR TILE DRAIN FIELD R WELL DETAIL
9. DISCHARGE FOOTING, ROOF. AND CELLAR DRAINAGE AWAY FROM TILE FIELD r al BU|LDINE - So———
S 7L i GROUND 5. g
10. FOOTING DRAINS WITHIN 25' OF WELL MUST BE WATER TIGHT .’; sl min. TABLE § OF K8 DON PUSICANON
SUPPLY", .
11. CAST IRON PIPFES WITHIN 50° OF WELL MUST HAVE LEAD CAULKED JOINTS f ! 3 Wm&m&lﬂ = 6 TOPSOIL &
12. MINMUM DISTANCE WELL TO SEWER UNE 50 B3EH Eﬁ S T T —— 6mil. POLY. BENEATH s e /
. w) ..
13 MOIVIDUAL WELLS AND SEWAGE DISPOSAL UMITS WILL NO LONGER BE §F TapsRi 4 * P )
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14. MO TRE FIELD TO BE WITHIN 35 OF DRAINAGE DITCH OR WITHIN 100 OF il ELLVTEEED&ABRI < €y|To
A SRS L oh waRmOuAS ‘5;u+"""‘"““ : ! & CLEAMOUT COVER BY CAMPBELL FOUNDARY % 2 > |P %
A —— PATTERN #1001 OR EQUAL A '
15, MINMUM DISTANCE WELL TO SEPTIC TANK 50 : [ PAYER gon Oh 89 e .| s |/ Zu
16. MINIMUM DISTANCE WELL TO FOUNDATION &' ‘!:’1 _J PIPE @ 1/4° PER FT. MIN. . . j
17. MINMUM DISTANCE BETWEEN THE HOUSE WATER SERVICE AND SEWAGE TO BE 10 oy ’;ER;A&L}%%TD UP, DRAIN " s
m.uamu%ggc?&n;qﬁx%w.rzwuwvz o 1
DISCHARGED SHOULD BE OISCHARGED AT LEAST A ~
250° FROM ANY WELL AND AWAY FROM VEGETATION CONSIDERED OF ANY VALUE. BACKFILL:
AN AR GAP WUST BE PROVIDED BETWEEN SOFTENER /CONDITIONER AND WATER LINE TYP|CAL LOT D'MENSIONS 374 -~ | 1/2° e
THE PROPOSED SEPTIC SYSTEM HAS NOT BEEN DE TO ACCEPT BACKWASH WATER p— CRUSHED STONE
19. ALL TREES & SMRUBS MUST BE CUT FROM THE TILE FIELD AREAS. . OR GRAVEL
20. THE SEPTIC SYSTEM & WELL SHALL NOT BE RELOCATED UNLESS APPROVED ) 4" PERFORATED PVC PIPE- S 1/16"- 2" - — - ‘=()*
s JYELL SWALL WO BE RELD (») PERFORATED PVC PIPE- SLOPE 1/16"-1/32" PER FOOT 2'-0
21. RESERVE SEWAGE SYSTEM ABSORPTION AREA SHALL BE EQUAL TO SOox OF THE snzr(\_) SEPTIC TANK—- AS SHOWN IN DETAIL 45< BEND
O T — (©  OROP MAMMOLE DISTMBUTION A AS S40MM . DETAL RS LN CURTAIN DRAIN DETAIL
22 CONYRACTOR SWALL INSPECT THE SEPTIC TAMK AFTER THE FIRST YEAR'S

OPERATION TD INSURE AGAINST ABMDRMAL SLUBGE BUILD-UP AS SET
FORTH IN TABLE 5 OF THE NY.S DEPARTMENT (F HEALTH WASTE C)
TREATHMENT HANDBODK
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SECRETARY

SANITARY SYMBOLS

@ WOICATES PERCOLATION TEST HOLES

SHEET 2 of 3 IS INVALID AND INCOMPLETE WITHOUT SHEETS 1 of 3 & 3 of 3

VICTOR H ERIKSON N.Y.S. P.E, LS.

ONE EDGEWATER DRIVE, SUITE 2B
MIDDLETOWN, NY 10840

@  WDICATES DEEP TEST PIT LOCATION
@ HDCATES WL LOCATION

0 INDICATES SEPNC TANK LOCATION

e MOICATES TRE FIELD LOCATION

REVISION): 4-4-98
INDICATES 50K RESERVED AREA 1-30 ?4# 5-2~ 99
2-10-95 4-29-96 TITLE

DANIEL P. YANOSH N.Y.S. LS.
NYS ROUTE 302 PO BOX 320
CIRCLEVILLE, NEW YORK 10918
PHONE ¢ (914) 361 4700 FAX ¢ (814) 3061 4782

DETAILS -~ LOTS #1 & #3
LANDS OF SHEETy

FRANCES J RAKOWIECK]I and
LOUIS & JANET NOWICKI

TOWN OF NEW WINDSOR
ORANGE COUNTY. NEW YORK
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